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CROSSING OF THE POTOMAC RIVER IN THE VICINITY 
OF CONSTITUTION AVENUE 


THURSDAY, APRIL 11, 1957 


Unirep Srares SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Fiscat AFFAIRS 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE District oF COLUMBIA, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to c ull, at 2:35 p. m., in room P-38, 
United States Capitol Building, Senator Bible presiding. 

Present: Senators Bible, Beall and Frear. 

Also present: William P. Gulledge, counsel, and Donald P. Feld- 
man, assistant counsel. 

Senator Brsie. This hearing has been called for the purpose of tak- 
ing testimony on two bills pending before this subcommittee; S. 1707, 
to amend title I of the act entitled “An act to authorize and direct the 
construction of bridges over the Potomac River, and for other pur- 
poses,” and S. 944, to amend the act of August 30, 1954, entitled “An 
act to authorize and direct the construction of bridges over the 
Potomac River, and for other purposes.” The latter bill amends the 
act so as to provide for the construction of a tunnel instead of a bridge. 

The purpose of tackling this problem now is with the hope that it 
can be resolved once and for all. The controversy over the type of 
facility to be constructed in the vicinity of Constitution Avenue has 
been carried on for 5 years, and I believe it is about time for the Con- 
gress to reach a decision on this matter. 

A Constitution Avenue crossing of the Potomac River should be 
approved from the standpoint of need, capacity, and cost. It is my 
information that the need for a crossing at this location has been deter- 
mined by 5 independent studies conducted since 1952 by 5 different 
agencies or their consultants. All five studies confirmed the fact that 
a facility is needed at this location and that it is the most urgent need 
of any facility across the Potomac River. Therefore, the location 
which is necessary has been firmly fixed and recognized by all agencies. 

The need for a fac ility is further pointed up by the fact that, in 
February of 1957, the Memorial Bridge carried an average of 59,835 
vehicles per day. Of this number, 4,866 vehicles crossed in the morn- 
ing and 4,700 crossed in the evening peak hour. Also, in February, 
the Highway Bridge carried 108,713 vehicles per day. Of this ae 
5,503 vehic les crossed inbound in the morning peak hour and 5.29: 
vehicles crossed outbound in the evening peak hour. It is  uaeaine 
to note that the Highway Bridge is the second most heavily traveled 
bridge in the world, the first being the Triborough Bridge in New York. 
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There is one other matter which I believe should be mentioned be- 
fore the committee starts taking testimony. This matter relates to 
drawspans. The House has passed a bill for a southbound replace- 
ment of the 14th Street Bridge, authorizing an appropriation which 
would includeaspan. This subcommittee has held heari ings on a sim- 
ilar proposal, but without the inclusion of funds for a span. This 
serves to point up again the need for early and prompt agreement by 
the Congress for providing crossing f: cilities over the Potomac River. 
The Congress of the United States has in its wisdom en: icted legisla- 
tion which places the responsibility for determining navigable clear- 
ances and highway bridges across navigable water, in the jurisdiction 
of the Chief of Engineers and the Secretary of the Army, and to my 
knowledge, this arrangement has worked out very satisfactorily dur- 
ing the development. and growth of the United States. 

With these facts in mind, I thought it appropriate to make this 
opening statement, and we will now proceed with the testimony. 

Senator Beall, I am very happy to defer to you if you have any 
statement you care to make at this time. 

Senator Brauu. Not at this time. 

Senator Bratz. Without objection, the reporter will include in the 
record at this point Senate bill 944, introduced by Senator O’Mahoney 
for himself and Senator Douglas, and Senate bill 1707, introduced by 
Senator Neely. 

(S. 944 and S. 1707 are as follows:) 


{S. 1707, 85th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


A BILL To amend title I of the Act entitled “An Act to authorize and direct the 
construction of bridges over the Potomac River, and for other purposes” 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That subsection (a) of the first section of title 
I of the Act entitled “An Act to authorize and direct the construction of bridges 
over the Potomac River, and for other purposes”, approved August 30, 1954 (68 
Stat. 961) is amended, (a) by inserting immediately after the phrase ‘Potomac 
River,” where it first appears the phrase “to be known as the Theodore Roosevelt 
Bridge,” ; and (b) by striking the period at the end of said subsection and adding 
the following: “: Provided further, That the bridge hereby authorized to be con- 
structed may cross such portion of either of the two islands comprising the said 
Theodore Roosevelt Memorial Island as may be agreed upon between the Theo- 
dore Roosevelt Association and the Commissioners. The general plan and profile 
of the bridge structure shall be subject to the approval of the Fne Arts Commis- 
sion. The general location of the bridge, approaches, interchanges, and con- 
necting roads on lands under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Interior 
shall be subject to his approval. The bridge, approaches, interchanges and 
connecting roads at both ends of the bridge shall be constructed with a view to 
retaining so far as possible the monumental setting and the artistic design of the 
Lincoln Memorial, the Arlington Memorial Bridge, and other monumental struc- 
tures, properties, and park lands in the general area.” 

Sec. 2. Section 102 of said Act, approved August 30, 1954, is amended by strik- 
ing the period at the end thereof and adding the following: “: Provided, That 
the Secretary of the Interior shall retain control and jurisdiction over all park 
lands in the vicinity of the bridge other than such lands as may be required for 
the actual bridge structure and other than the surface of the approach roads 
and streets between curbs, which shall be the responsibility of the government 
of the District of Columbia.” 
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[S. 944, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Act of August 30, 1954, entitled “‘An Act to authorize and direct the 
construction of bridges over the Potomac River, and for other purposes” 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That title I of the Act of August 30, 1954 
(68 Stat. 961), is amended to read as follows: 


“TITLE I—TUNNEL IN VICINITY OF CONSTITUTION AVENUE 


“Sec. 101. That the Secretary of the Interior is authorized and directed to 
construct, maintain, and operate a four-lane tunnel across the Potomac River 
from the vicinity of Constitution Avenue in the District of Columbia to the 
Virginia side of the Potomac River, such tunnel to be constructed north of the 
Arlington Memorial Bridge and south of, or under, Theodore Roosevelt Memorial 
Island, together with approaches and roads connecting such tunnel and approach 
ramps with streets and park roads in the District of Columbia and with streets 
and park roads on the Virginia side of the Potomac River: Provided, That in 
planning such approach ramps and connecting roads, in the District of Columbia 
and the Commonwealth of Virginia, the Secretary of the Interior shall consult 
with the National Capital Planning Commission, the National Fine Arts Commis- 
sion, the Commissioners of the District of Columbia, and the Bureau of Public 
Roads, Department of Commerce: Provided further, That the tunnel, approach 
ramps, interchanges, and connecting roads at both ends of the tunnel shall be 
constructed with a view to retaining as far as possible the memorial setting and 
the artistic design of the Lincoln Memorial, the Arlington Memorial Bridge, 
Theodore Roosevelt National Monument, the Marine Memorial to the Dead of 
All Wars, the Arlington National Cemetery, and other monumental structures, 
properties, and park lands of national significance in the general area. 

“Sec. 102. Lands and facilities under the jurisdiction of other Federal agencies, 
may be used for the approach ramps, related structures, and connecting roads. 
The closing, obliteration, construction, or relocation of facilities, including roads 
as a result of the use of the aforesaid Federal lands for the purposes of this 
Act shall be accomplished in accordance with plans and procedures satisfactory 
to the head of the department having administrative jurisdiction over such 
properties. 

“Sec. 108. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to enter into an agree- 
ment or agreements with Arlington County and the State Highway Commission 
of Virginia, acting for and on behalf of the Commonwealth of Virginia, for the 
purpose of providing for cooperation by Arlington County and the State Highway 
Commission of Virginia, to such an extent as the Secretary of the Interior shall 
deem necessary in the construction of connecting roads, temporary or permanent 
closing of existing roads, and any other matters relating to the construction of 
said tunnel which the Secretary of the Interior shall consider appropriate. 

“Src. 104. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized and directed to route 
and reroute and to cause the routing and rerouting of traffic on, and to close or 
cause to be closed roads, streets, and highways under the jurisdiction of the 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia, by agreement or agreements with 
the Board of Commissioners of the District of Columbia to such an extent as the 
Secretary of the Interior shall deem necessary and appropriate. 

“Sec. 105. The cost of construction, reconstruction, relocations, obliteration, 
and repair of all facilities and related works, including streets, if any, and park 
roads, which are changed or made necessary incident to the construction of 
said tunnel, approach ramps, and connecting roads, shall be paid out of funds 
allotted and made available for construction of said tunnel, approach ramps, 
and connecting roads: Provided further, That the cost of all necessary regrading 
and landscaping resulting upon the completion of said tunnel, approaches, and 
connecting roads also shall be paid out of funds allotted and made available 
for the purposes of this Act. 

“Sec. 106. There is authorized to be appropriated the sum of $25,500,000 to 
earry out the provisions of this Act.” 


Senator Brate. Senator O’Mahoney, we are very happy to have you 
with us and pleased to have your testimony on your bill at this time. 
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STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOSEPH C. 0’MAHONEY 


Senator O’Manonry. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

I appear before the committee chiefly eosnios I am a member of the 
Theodore Roosevelt Centennial Commission. President Eisenhower, 
of course, is the Honorary Chairman of the Commission, the Vice 
President is the Chairman ex officio of the Commission and I am 
Vice Chairman of the Commission, because I happen to be on the 
Judiciary Committee and sponsored the bill creating this Commis- 
sion. 

Now, the proposal which has been made in the past to build another 
br idge : across the Potomac River has been planned in such a way that 
it would extend across the southern portion of Theodore Roosevelt 
Island. This island is the property of the Theodore Roosevelt Asso- 
ciation, and it has always taken the view that if a bridge is to be built— 
it doesn't like the building of a bridge—there ought to be access from 
that bridge to the island. The proposal which is made for the con- 
struction of a bridge, as I understand it, does not include the cost of 
any such access. If that cost were included in the estimates it would 
in all probability take up more than the difference between the esti- 
mated costs of the two structures. 

As I recall the figures, the proposal is that the tunnel could be con- 
structed at an estimated cost of $25,500,000, while the proposed bridge 
would cost $22 million. That, of course, is a difference of $314 
million. 

Senator Bratt. Would the Senator yield at this point? Is that for 
a 2-lane or a 4-lane tunnel ? 

Senator O’Manoney. This is for a four-lane tunnel, this cost of 
$25,500,000. 

Senator Beaty. A four-lane bridge ? 

Senator O’Manonry. No; the bridge is a six-lane structure. 

I may say since that was brought up that I have been driving from 
the Wardman Park, now the Sheraton Park Hotel, down to the Capi- 
tol almost every day that Congress has been in session since the Ist 
day of January 1934, and I find the traffic on Constitution Avenue 
constantly getting heavier. As a matter of fact, the only way to drive 
quickly down Constitution Avenue is to get in behind a truck which 
exceeds the speed limit. Every one of them does. Now, you can get 
to your office pretty quickly that way if you live where Ido. 

Senator Beat. They run interference for you. 

Senator O’Manonry. That is not the problem of this committee at 
this present time. 

Now, the proposed bridge would involve the construction of ap- 
proaches, surface approaches, visible from either side. I have had 
prepared here by the Park Service a picture of the view that you 
would have if a bridge were built. Now, that bridge goes across the 
Theodore Roosevelt Island without access. The island should not be 
made the basis of a bridge in the opinion of the Commission because 
a program for the Memorial Commission is to erect upon this island 
a huge globe as a memorial to Theodore Roosevelt. 

Mr. Thompson, do you have a picture of that proposed memorial? 
I would like to have the committee see that. 





qr 
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Senator Bistre. These pictures will be made a part of the record, 
Senator O’Mahoney. The first picture depicts a huge globe as a 
memorial to Theodore Roosevelt, proposed to be erected on Theodore 
Roosevelt Island, as shown above. The second picture depicts an 
aerial view of the proposed bridge crossing Theodore Roosevelt Island, 
which I believe is the same view as shown on this larger map, with 
the possible exception of a little tongue that appears to come out on 
the drawing on the island. It looks like an approach onto the island 
that doesn’t appear on the larger map. (See p. 6.) 
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Senator O’Manoney. It doesn’t appear because it isn’t planned. 
It appears on the picture I have because that was a requirement im- 
posed by the Theodore Roosevelt Association when it gave its consent 
building of the bridge. 


for the 





Senator O’Manonery. Now, I would like to have you look at a 
picture which would show the surface appearance of this area if we 
go under the river by tunnel. 

Senator Brere. Likewise, that picture will be made a part of the 
record as showing what the area would look like if a tunnel were 
to be built instead of a bridge over Theodore Roosevelt Island. 
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There again, I think that shows the general features as do the larger 
maps that the committee has before it. 





Senator O’Manoney. Yes, sir; it does. Obviously if we continue to 
build bridges across the Potomac River we are bound to destroy the 
beauty of this memorial section of the District of Columbia, and we 
are going to cause the convergence of traffic going from the south side 
of the Potomac River, a six-lane deposit daily of traffic, in the very 
center of downtown Washington right onto C ‘onstitution Avenue. 

Senator Brete. How w ould that be changed if you have a tunnel? 

Senator O’Manonry. Well, by the tunnel you have four lanes and 
the engineers tell me that the distribution of the traffic can be handled 
very much better. 
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May I point out, this is the entrance of the tunnel, these markings. 

Senator Brste. You are pointing south of the Potomac. 

Senator O’Manonry. South of the Potomac. Then the tunnel goes 
down to the very tip of this island, and it makes no interference with 
the scenic beauty there, makes no interference with the scenic beauty 
across by the Lincoln Memorial, by the Washington Monument, by 
Constitution Avenue, by all of this area down here, with the Jefferson 
Memorial standing over here and all of the rest. 

Now, the tunnel exit as marked on this map—Mr. Thompson, may 
I ask you to point out that tunnel exit? I haven’t seen these pictures 
since I asked for their preparation. 

Mr. THomrson. You recognize this as north, and just at the very 
end of Constitution Avenue you will find them exiting here at a 
grade, of course, with two incidental ventilating chambers here, just 
sticking their heads above ground, so they won't t be obvious or visible 
at all. 

Senator O’Manoney. Now, where does the traffic exit on the Wash- 
ington side? 

Mr. Tuompson. Well, there are two lanes. The tunnel would con- 
sist of two chambers. The inbound one coming from Virginia, you 
would drop down across the now existing bridge which remains at 
its present location, dropped a little at the river end, and you would 
enter this chamber here and go under the river and come out at this 
point here. Coming out of town, down Constitution Avenue, coming 
toward Virginia, and you would spin around, drop into the tunnel 
at this point “and come out at that point. 

Senator Brste. One is south of Constitution Avenue and the other 
is north. 

Mr. Tuompson. They are both a little north. If you will relate 
yourself to that plan, this is a photogrammetric projection of those red 
lines and all those roads on this. It is just a little north actually. 

Senator Breie. I wonder if you couldn’t point it out on that map 
there and make it a little clearer. 

Mr. Tuompson. You relate yourself to your photograph there, com- 
ing inbound the traffic would come through and drop into the tunnel 
at this point, just at the north end of ¢ ‘olumbia Island, follow through 
under the river and out at that point, and that would be distributed 
on Constitution Avenue and around Lincoln Memorial north of it. 
Coming out of town, you would drop into the tunnel at this point and 
into the river and out again. 

Senator Breie. Are the tunnels completely separate ? 

Senator O’Manoney. Yes. 

Senator Bree. At all places under the Potomac ? 

Mr. Troompson. Yes; they would be. 

Senator Brie. They are very close together. 

Mr. Tuompson. They will possibly be constructed as an element in 
the middle, but as they diverge they would be constructed as separate 
elements. 

Senator Bra.t. In other words, if something should happen to one 
of the tubes the other tube could be used in an emergency with single- 
lane traffic going each way. 

Mr. Tuompson. Yes. 
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Senator Bratt. What buildings are there in the District of Colum- 
bia that would be interfered with ? 

Mr. Tuomeson. This is the Lincoln Memorial. 

Senator Beau. What else is there? ‘ 

Mr. Tompson. Right in this square here are the new State De- 
partment buildings, : and then, of course 

Senator Bratt. What is there now where the red lines are—where 
your exit is now ? 

Mr. Tuompson. This is parkland. 

Senator Beatu. Now, an isin Virginia? 

Mr. 'THompson. In Virginia what would be interfered with is the 
Marine Memorial to the Dead of All Wars, which is related here to 
either bridge or tunnel. This is the national monument. 

Senator Beaty. How far away is that red line from the memorial 
itself 

Mr. Tuompson. It is right up against the property line. 

Senator Bratt. How far is the property line from the memorial 
itself ? 

Mr. Tuompson. Oh, it is a matter of two or three hundred feet; I 
am guessing. 

Senator Breauy. It would not interfere in any way, would it? 

Mr. Tuompson. Not with this memorial. The tunnel would not; 
no, sir. 

Senator Bratz. Thank you. Senator O’Mahoney ? 

Senator O’Manoney. I was going to point out that it is estimated 
that the tunnel with the 4-lane structure, 2 lanes going each way, would 
deliver about 55,000 vehicles per day. This is based upon the record 
of other tunnels as of 1955. The Lincoln Tunnel delivers 14,617; the 
Holland Tunnel, 13,861 per day; the Sumner Tunnel, 16,567; and 
the Posey Tubes, 15,012. ; 

A six-lane bridge structure, we are told, would not carry as much 
traffic by a substantial amount. The George Washington Bridge, for 
example, carries 12,252 units of traffic as compared with 1 13.861 that 
the Holland Tunnel in New York carries. The Triborough Bridge 
in New York carries 14,978 as compared with the 16,567 of the Sumner 
Tunnel. 

Now, summarizing it, I would say that the tunnel has the advantage 
of not violating the | arrangement with the Theodore Roosevelt Asso- 
ciation, not interfering w ith the memorials which are planned to be 
constructed on the Theodore Roosevelt Island, not interfering with 
the beauty of the Potomac. It preserves the skyline, in fact, which, 
of course, this bridge does not. It provides unobstructed navigation 
of the Potomac River. An amendment which was put in the House 
bill was designed to preserve navigation of 200 feet as compared with 
400, as I think is the general plan, but never has been carried out. 
That would make it possible for the authorities to improve the situa- 
tion to that extent. 

It is a facility which will not add to the flood level during high 
water. 

It also offers a crossing which is constructed entirely on federally 
owned land and a crossing which will afford passage for all kinds 
of vehicles and probably will be followed by an increase in the land 

values on both sides. It is customary that the result of constructing 
bridges is to increase the value of the land at the bridge entrances. 
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That, Mr. Chairman, in brief, constitutes the point of view that 
Senator Douglas and I had in introducing the Senate bill. We feel 
that it will be much better for the handling of traffic and certainly 
much better for preserving the beauty of this particularly attractive 

ortion of the District of Columbia to proceed by way of a tunnel 
instead of by way of a bridge. 

Senator Brste. Thank you very much, Senator O’Mahoney, for 
a very full and clear statement on this subject. I am wondering, 
simply for information of the Chair, what the position of the Theo- 
dore Roosevelt Association was at the time it gave consent to the 
building of the bridge across the island ? 

Senator O’Manonry. It gave consent very reluctantly. 

Senator Brstz. Was anything said at that time about a tunnel? 
Was there some suggestion made by the association ? 

Senator O’Manoney. I was not a member of the Commission at 
that time. I don’t know, but I think not. I think the advocacy of 
the tunnel comes as a result of the plans which have been provided 
for a memorial to Theodore Roosevelt by the existing Commission. 

Senator Brste. Probably the record would show whether or not 
that was before the association. 

Senator O’Manoney. I think probably Mr. Thompson could answer 
that question. 

Senator Bratz. We can ask him. 

Thank you very much, Senator O’Mahoney. 

Senator Beall. 

Senator Brau. I also want to thank Senator O’Mahoney for the 
very concise statement that he has made. I certainly concur in his 
statement that the tunnel is more desirable. 

Another thing, Senator; I don’t believe you pointed out that if a 
bridge were built, and it were a drawbridge, it would necessarily 
hold up traffic at times. A tunnel provides a continuous flow of traf- 
fic at all times. 

Senator O’Manoney. Of course, it would. I have duplicates of the 
maps that you have here, if you want them for the record. I will be 
very glad to leave them with you. 

Senator Bree. I think they might be a little more usable for the 
record. They are smaller, and both will be included and made a part 
of the record. 

Senator O’Manonry. The tunnel is marked here in dotted lines and 
the bridge is marked here in red. I will leave those with you. 

Senator Breite. Thank you very much, Senator O’Mahoney. 

Senator O’Manoney. I very much appreciate the opportunity to 
testify. 

(The maps are herewith inserted.) 

Senator Brstz. Senator Frear. 

Senator Frear. No questions. 

Senator O’Manoney. I might say that I have had engineering 
assurance that a tunnel construction is much better than bridge con- 
struction, although there is controversy among engineers according 
to what their practice has been. 

Senator Bratu. I believe it is now accepted by highway experts 
that the tunnel is more practical where rivers are navigable. 

Senator O’Manoney. You see the little subways we have on 
Massachusetts Avenue and Connecticut Avenue and how much they 
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have improved traffic on those two important highways of the District 
of Columbia. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Bratz. Thank you, Senator O’Mahoney. Your testimony 
has been most helpful, and we will assure you we will do our level 
best to resolve the problem quickly. 

Senator O’Manoney. I think there is a favorable report from the 
Secretary of the Interior. 

Senator Brsie. I think possibly Mr. Wirth is going to testify to that 
later. 

Senator O’Manoney. If I had known you were here, I would have 
been calling on you to testify. 

Mr. Wirru. I am right here, Senator, and intend to be. I have a 
copy of the Secretary’s report. 

Senator O’Manonery. Please file it for the record. 

Mr. Wirru. I would like to have it read and then file it, if I may. 

Senator Brste. That will be made a part of the record, Senator 
O’Mahoney. We will be happy to have you stay if you can. 

Senator O’Manoney. I have some other work to do. 

Senator Brste. Senator Gore, we certainly know of your interest 
in the particular problem, and we will be very happy to hear from you 
at this time. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR ALBERT GORE 


Senator Gore. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
committee. 

As the members of the committee know, I have traveled a good 
many miles in highway legislation in the past 2 years. There has 
been occasion to change my own mind a number of times. For in- 
stance, I started out very strongly opposed to the limitation of access 
on the new System of Interstate Highways. It was contrary to my 
upbringing, contrary to the interest of my neighbors. Aiter the 
evidence was presented, however, I not only changed my mind but 
became convinced that limitation of access was necessary to provide 
for the efficient and safe movement of traffic on these principal ar- 
teries. And I also became convinced, Mr. Chairman, that limitation 
of access was necessary to preserve the enormous investment which 
the people are making in these highways. Accordingly, I have de- 
clined to intervene with respect to the interests of any group in my 
own State, including my own hometown, which is being bypassed 
for some 7 or 8 miles by the new highway, and I have taken the posi- 
tion that I would oppose any serious impairment of the efficient and 
safe movement of traffic on the highway system. I say these things 
to indicate that my opposition to the construction of further draw- 
spans across the Potomac is not an isolated instance. 

As chairman of the Highway Subcommittee of the Senate, I feel 
that I must be on guard to prevent safety hazards, impediments and 
obstacles to efficient and safe movement of traffic, and I ask this com- 
mittee to oppose, not only now, but hereafter, the construction of 
drawspans across the Potomac. I think it is imperative that the 
committee take a stand and let it be known that it is taking the stand 
now and for good. In that way we will find a solution to the 
problem. 
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Now, with respect to the tunnel I have no fixed position. If that is 
shown to be an efficient and a reasonably economic means for efficient 
and safe movement of traffic from Virginia into the District of Co- 
lumbia, then I am prepared to support it. I haven’t gone into it 
enough to reach that conclusion, but I certainly do not w ish it to —— 
that I am in opposition to it. If that is the advisable thing to do, I am 
ready to support it even though it might cost something more. I be- 
lieve, Mr. Chairman, that is the extent of the statement I wish to make. 

Senator Bratz. Thank you very much, Senator Gore. 

Senator Beall. 

Senator Beaty. If we don’t decide on a tunnel, you would then be in 
favor of a fixed-span bridge ? 

Senator Gore. I have no fixed position with respect to a tunnel. I 
am somewhat attracted to it, but I haven’t studied it enough, Senator 
Beall, to reach a final conclusion on it. 

Senator Beaux. In your work on highways in the last 2 vear, have 
you formed any opinions about tunnels—how practical they are!— 
how serviceable they are ? 

Senator Gore. Well, I have, of course, used them. There are a num- 
ber of tunnels in the District of Columbia. I go through one every 
night on my way home at Dupont Circle. Then, of course, I have seen 
the tunnels in New York that are very efficient arteries of traffic. 

My main point up here is that we must place primary emphasis 
upon the efficient and safe movement of traffic, or else the people’s 
investment will be impaired. 

Senator Bratz. Do you know if there are drawbridges on the Inter- 
state Highway System? Would you know that from your knowledge, 
from your very splendid and thorough knowledge, of the highway 
system of the United States ? 

Senator Gore. Do you mean are any planned? 

Senator Bree. Are there any on the present highway system? 

Senator Gore. I know there are, but I don’t know of any planned 
on the new system. 

Senator Brere. Is that a fairly consistent policy to stay away from 
any drawbridges on Interstate Systems ? 

Senator Gore. I don’t know that I could say that, Mr. Chairman. 
I will say that I have talked with the new Highway Administrator, 
Mr. Tallamy, and he has assured the Highway ‘Subcommittee that he 
will place as his primary objective the efficient and safe movement of 
traffic, and I have assured him of my support as long as he made that 
the first criterion of the highway system. 

Now, whether in the development of these 41,000 miles of inter- 
state highways there will be some drawspans, I cannot answer defi- 
nitely right now. I hope not. Certainly not one involving a bridge 
that moves thousands and thousands of vehicles that cross the Poto- 
mac River every day. 

Senator Bistz. Comparable to the two bridge problems that we are 
studying now ¢ 

Senator Gore. Yes. 

Senator Bratz. Thank you very much, Senator Gore. 

Senator Frear. 

Senator Frear. No questions. 
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Senator Biste. We certainly appreciate the courtesy of your taking 
time out of your busy schedule to give us the fine background on the 
subject. 

Senator Gore. I might say I am very glad to see my good friend, 
Congressman Smith, here. 

Senator Brete. We will be very happy to have you remain, because 
he is going to be the next witness. 

Mr. Surri. We will have some more conversations about that. 

Senator Gore. Incidentally, I was his constituent for 10 years. 

Senator Bistx. We are very fond of Judge Smith, and we are happy 
to have you here, Congressman Smith. 

Mr. Smrri. I didn’t know what it was all about. I was invited 
to the party, so I came on over. 

Senator Birnie. We are delighted to have you, sir. 

Mr. Suiru. But in your testimony you spoke of the 14th Street 
Bridge. 

Senator Bree. This is primarily on the Constitution Avenue Bridge 
and the Constitution Avenue Tunnel. 

Mr. Smirn. That is such an emergency on the 14th Street Bridge, 
and you have brought it up in your statement, but you didn’t refer 
to the fact that this isn’t building another draw bridge; I mean, 
another place that has got to be opened. It is just replacing one that 
is already there. 

Senator Gore. I am for closing those that do open. 

Mr. Smiru. I am surprised that anybody as progressive as you are 
would want to close the river traffic. 

Senator Gore. I think that the public interest must be measured 
against the interests of the companies in the harbor above. I do not 
wish to do anybody any injustice whatsoever in that respect. I 
would like to see the Congress make adequate compensation. If it is 
for movement of a dredge that a drawspan is needed it would be far 
more economical to buy a dredge and give it to them. If it is a 
question of transporting oil, it would be cheaper to build a pipeline 
for them, perhaps. I don’t want to do an injustice to them, but I 
think the public interest here and the interest of efficient and safe 
movement of traffic must come first. 

Mr. Smirn. I hope you won't be as adamant as you sound. 

Senator Brere. You found he was rather adamant last year. 

Mr. Smirn. And we haven’t got a bridge yet. 

Senator Brate. Congressman Smith, we are delighted to have you 
with us, and we will be happy to hear your testimony. 


TESTIMONY OF HON. HOWARD W. SMITH, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 


_ Mr. Sarrn. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the 
Invitation to come. 

Senator Brete. The two bills before the committee are the Con- 
stitution Avenue Bridge and the Constitution Avenue Tunnel. I 
think it is fair to say, and I so stated in my opening statement, that 
we do have the collateral issue of the 14th Street southbound bridge, 
because the bill passed by the House does include a drawbridge. The 
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bill that we reported out of the subcommittee does not include a draw- 
bridge, so that is brought into this. 

Mr. Smiru. I didn’t know. We discussed very elaborately the ques- 
tion of closing the river to river traffic, and the House committee was 
unanimous that we must not close up the river traffic. I don’t know 
what is going to be the outcome. I am committed pretty firmly to the 
idea that we should not close the river traffic. 

I want to talk about the tunnel because that is the thing we are 
really here about. I will give you my own personal view about the 
crossing at that point. Inever favored a crossing at that point, because 
I think it will inevitably throw a lot of traffic down into an already 
overcongested area. The District Commissioners, however, think that 
they can control the situation by some roads they are going to build. 
I think that if we were going to have anything, the tunnel would be 
far preferable for two reasons: One, that it would not result in clos- 
ing the river traffic; and two, that it would not have an adverse effect 
upon the very costly ornamental statues and bridges in that area. 

It should be remembered also, that it is in rather close proximity to 
the White House grounds. There happens to be a commission, of 
which I am a member, now studying the question of building addi- 
tional office space for the presidential offices. We have been con- 
cerned about what would result in the way of increased traffic in front 
of the White House to E Street if an additional crossing were made 
there. 

However, our committee on the House side has made and has re- 
ported to the full committee what might be called a compromise 
version of the thing. We recommend a 4-lane tunnel, although the 
4-lane tunnel would not carry the terrific amount of traffic that a 6- 
lane tunnel would. I expect that the 4-lane tunnel version will prob- 
ably be reported by the full committee, and I hope very much that the 
committee has been impressed with the very fine statement made by 
Senator O’Mahoney and will agree to the tunnel bill. 

It will eliminate many difficulties, in my opinion, difficulties in the 
way of both the question of traffic across the river and the objection 
of the Fine Arts Commission and the other agencies that are greatly 
interested in preserving the artistic arrangement about the Memorial 
Bridge. 

I think that is all I have to say on this. 

Senator Bist. Senator Beall ? 

Senator Beauty. No questions. 

Senator Bratz. Senator Frear? 

Senator Frear. No questions. 

Senator Bratz. Thank you very, very much, Congressman Smith, 
for your appearance here, and we assure you that we are going to do 
our level best to work this problem out. 

Mr. Smirn. You and I have worked out a lot of problems for the 
District. 

Senator Briere. Our relationships have been most cordial. 

Thank you very much, Congressman Smith. 

Senator Brsre. Congressman Broyhill, we will be very glad to hear 
from you. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. JOEL T. BROYHILL, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 


Mr. Broyuuu. I am Joel T. Broyhill, Member of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, from the 10th District of Virginia. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank y ou for the opportunity of appearing before 
the committee today, and I wish to congratulate the committee for its 
patience and endurance in bearing with us in coping with this peren- 
nial problem. 

The main purpose of my appearance before the committee today is 
to try to reemphasize the serious need for a solution of this particu- 
lar problem, as the chairman has so well done in his opening state- 
ment to the committee. There is certainly a serious need for addi- 
tional crossings over the Potomac in this area. That has been proved 
repeatedly many, many times. I think that statistics, if we can refer 
to statistics, will show that we have a larger number of crossings of 
the river at this point than any other river crossing in the world, 
certainly several more than cross the Hudson River between New 
York and New Jersey. 

The Chairman of the National Capital Planning Commission, Mr. 
Bartholomew, testified before the House District Committee that we 
need 16 additional lanes across the Potomac River in this general 
area. Yet I think it borders on a crime, Mr. Chairman, that we have 
procrastinated and delayed a positive solutiton to the problem up to 
this time. I don’t criticize the Congress too much for that because we 
did take positive action for a solution to the problem in the act of 
August 30, 1954, when we authorized the construction of a 6-lane 
bridge across the Potomac at this point. It was due to disagreement 
among the people in the executive amen which causes us to have this 
problem before us again today to amend that act of Congress of 1954. 
Certainly when we depend upon the experts downtown to recommend 
these things to us, and when there is conflicting testimony, I don’t 
think we can blame Congress too much for having little differences 
of opinions up here in trying to find out who is right ‘and who is w rong. 

I am urging that we take action and construct a crossing over the 
river at this point. I have never felt too strongly one way or the other 
as to which is the more preferable, the bridge of the tunnel, because 
I know we need some crossing there, and I think continual argument 
as to which is the best is just further aggravating and delaying what 
has got to be a solution to the problem. 

As pointed out by Congressman Smith, our House subcommittee 
has approved the construction of a four-lane tunnel, While I can- 
not speak officially for that committee, it is my personal opinion that 
the committee in considering all of - factors—and you will have 
them all presented to you here today, I am sure, that considering the 
preservation of the beauty, of the esthetics of the area, presented by 
those people charged with the responsibility, we felt the tunnel would 
be of less injury to the area than a six-lane bridge, Of course, while 
we can’t say this is a main reason, recognizing that there are those 
of us in the House who feel that we should keep the Potomac River 
open to existing river traffic and what might be further development 
of the port of Georgetown in the future, and certainly by going under- 
ground we do eliminate that point from any discussion whatsoever. 

There are some disagreements as to the difference in the cost of 
the tunnel and the bridge, but I think that as those figures are refined 
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it will show that there is only a difference of approximately $4 million 
between the cost of a 4-lane tunnel and a 6-lane bridge, and there is 
some merit, Mr. Chairman, to the argument that maybe a 4-lane 
tunnel is all that is necessary in that particular area because there will 
be some problem in the distribution of the traffic once it crosses the 
river at that point. It might be a better solution to put four lanes 
at that point that then put additional lanes farther up and down the 
river in order to attract the traffic away from that already congested 
point. 

So I would like to recommend to the committee that they do favor- 
ably consider Senator O’Mahoney’s bill to construct a tunnel in that 
area to try to avoid any further conflict in conference, because I know 
that the members of both committees are rather strong-minded people, 
although they are openminded, I would like to try to avoid any dis- 
agreement in conference this year which might tend to delay pro- 
ceeding with the construction of this much needed facility. 

Mr. Chairman, Senator O'Mahoney did mention a possible amend- 
ment to his bill in order to permit a change in the width of the channel 
at that point with the construction of a tunnel. I have here a copy 
of the bill which I introduced in the House the other day embracing 
the amendments which we included. We considered the same bill as 
S. 944, and we merely amended it with some perfecting amendments 
as recommended by the Interior Department. I would like to leave 
a copy with you and ask you to consider those amendments as you 
consider S. 944. 

Senator Brete. We are very happy to have the amendments included 
as part of the record, and as a suggestion from the Congressman from 
Virginia. 

(H. R, 6763 follows :) 


[H. R. 6763, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Act of August 30, 1954, entitled “An Act to authorize and direct 
the construction of bridges over the Potomac River, and for other purposes” 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That title I of the Act of August 30, 
1954 (68 Stat. 961), is amended to read as follows: 


“TITLE I—TUNNEL IN VICINITY OF CONSTITUTION AVENUE 


“See, 101. That the Secretary of the Interior is authorized and directed to 
construct, maintain, and operate a four-lane tunnel across the Potomac River 
from the vicinity of Constitution Avenue in the District of Columbia to the 
Virginia side of the Potomac River, such tunnel to be constructed north of the 
Arlington Memorial Bridge and south of, or under, Theodore Roosevelt Memorial 
Island, together with approaches and roads connecting such tunnel and ap- 
proach ramps with streets and park roads in the District of Columbia and 
with streets and park roads on the Virginia side of the Potomac River, at 
a location and to a depth suitable to the requirements of present navigation as 
approved by the Chief of Engineers and authorized by the Secretary of the 
Army: Provided, That in planning such approach ramps and connecting roads, 
in the District of Columbia and the Commonwealth of Virginia, the Secre- 
tary of the Interior shall consult with the National Capital Planning Com- 
mission, the National Fine Arts Commission, the Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia, and the Bureau of Public Roads, Department of Commerce; 
Provided further, That the tunnel, approach ramps, interchanges, and con- 
necting roads at both ends of the tunnel shall be constructed with a view to 
retaining as far as possible the memorial setting and the artistic design of 
the Lincoln Memorial, the Arlington Memorial Bridge, Theodore Roosevelt Na- 
tional Monument, the Marine Memorial to the Dead of All Wars, the Arlington 
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National Cemetery, and other monumental structures, properties and park lands 
of national significance in the general area. 

“Sec. 102. Lands and facilities under the jurisdiction of other Federal agencies 
may be used for the approach ramps, related structures, and connecting roads. 
The closing, obliteration, construction, or relocation of facilities, including roads 

as a result of the use of the aforesaid Federal lands for the purposes of this Act 
shall be accomplished in accordance with plans and procedures satisfactory to 
the head of the department having administrative jurisdiction over such 
properties. 

“Sec. 103. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to enter into an agree- 
ment or agreements with Arlington County and the State Highway Commission 
of Virginia, acting for and on behalf of the Commonwealth of Virginia, for the 
purpose of providing for cooperation by Arlington County and the State Highway 
Commission of Virginia, to such an extent as the Secretary of the Interior shall 
deem necessary in the construction of connecting roads, temporary or permanent 
closing of existing roads, and any other matters relating to the construction of 
said tunnel which the Secretary of the Interior shall consider appropriate. 

“Sec. 104. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized and directed to route 
and reroute and to cause the routing and rerouting of traffic on, and to close or 
cause to be closed roads, streets, and highways under the jurisdiction of the Com- 
missioners of the District of Columbia, by agreement or agreements with the 
Board of Commissioners of the District of Columbia to such an extent as the 
Secretary of the Interior shall deem necessary and appropriate. 

“Sec. 105. The cost of construction, reconstruction, relocations, obliteration, 
and repair of all facilities and related works, including streets, if any, and park 
roads, which are changed or made necessary incident to the construction of said 
tunnel, approach ramps, and connecting roads, shall be paid out of funds allotted 
and made available for construction of said tunnel, approach ramps, and con- 
necting roads: Provided further, That the cost of all necessary regrading and 
landscaping resulting upon the completion of said tunnel, approaches, and con- 
necting roads also shall be paid out of funds allotted and made available for the 
purposes of this Act. 

“Src. 106. There is hereby authorized to be expended from the appropriations 
available to the National Park Service the sum of $1,000,000 for the preparation 
of plans, designs, and construction purposes. 

“Sec. 107. The Secretary of the Interior, in his discretion, may employ, by 
negotiated contracts for personal or professional services, engineers, architects, 
landscape architects, or other expert consultants, or firms, partnerships, or asso- 
ciations thereof, including the facilities, service, travel, and other expenses of 
their eee organizations so far as employed upon work within the park 
system of the National Capital and environs in accordance with the usual cutoms 
of the several professions without reference to the civil service requirements 
or to the Classification Act of 1923, as amended, or any other Act. 

“Sec. 108. There is authorized to be appropriated the sum of $25,500,000 to 
arry out the provisions of this Act 

“Sec. 109. The Secretary of the Interior is hereby granted authority to incur 
obligations and enter into contracts under such authorization, and his action in 
doing so shall be deemed a contractual obligation of the Federal Government for 
the payment of the cost thereof, and such funds shall be deemed to have been 
expended when ‘so obligated. 

“Src. 110. There shall be transferred to the Department of the Interior so much 
of the records, property, and funds of the District of Columbia as may be appro- 
priate by reason of the enactment of the foregoing provisions of this Act. Such 
measures and dispositions as the Director of the Bureau of the Budget shall 
deem to be necessary to effectuate the said transfers shall be carried out in such 
manner as he shall direct.” 


Senator Brate. Senator Beall. 

Senator Beaty. No questions. 

Senator Brats. Senator Frear. 

Senator Frear. No questions. 

Senator Brste. Thank you very much for your appearance, Repre- 
sentative Broyhill. 

We appreciate both of you coming over here, and again I want 
to assure you that we will get this problem solved as quickly as 
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possible. You are welcome to stay as long as you like, but we know 
of your commitments. You are more than welcome to hear the wit- 
nesses who will be called. 

I think prior to Mr. Wirth’s testimony it might be well to place in 
the record the official report of the Interior Department. Would 
you like to read that for the benefit of the committee ? 

(The report of the Interior Department follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., April 11, 1957. 
Hon. MATTHEW M. NEELY, 
Chairman, Committee on the District of Columbia, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR NEELY: Your committee has requested a report from this De- 
partment on 8. 944, a bill to amend the act of August 30, 1954, entitled “An act to 
authorize and direct the construction of bridges over the Potomac River, and for 
other purposes,” and S. 1707 to amend title I of the act entitled “An act to 
authorize and direct the construction of bridges over the Potomac River, and 
for other purposes.” 

We recommend the enactment of S. 944. This bill would authorize the con- 
struction of a four-lane tunnel across the Potomac River from the vicinity of 
Constitution Avenue in the District of Columbia to the Virginia side of the river. 

Because of our responsibilities in administering the park system of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia through one of our Bureaus, the National Park Service, we 
have been very much interested in the establishment of an appropriate crossing 
of the Potomac River. Such crossing, in addition to providing a suitable traffic 
facility, should result in a minimum of damage to the memorial character of 
the area near the Lincoln Memorial, as well as the park lands on the Virginia 
side of the river to be affected by such crossing. We feel that a tunnel will ac- 
complish this purpose most satisfactorily. We are supported in this belief by 
the following organizations : National Commission of Fine Arts; Theodore Roose- 
velt Centennial Commission; National Monument Commission; Committee of 
100 for the Federal City; Marine Corps War Memorial Foundation; American 
Society of Landscape Architects; Theodore Roosevelt Association; American 
Scenic and Historic Preservation Society ; Freedom Shrine, Inc.; and the Ameri- 
ean Institute of Architects. 

We do not favor enactment of S. 1707, relating to the construction of a bridge 
across the river above the Lincoln Memorial. Such a bridge, in our opinion, 
would seriously and adversely affect the appearance and orderly development 
of one of the most important sections of the Nation’s Capital. This bill seeks 
to authorize the construction of a six-lane all purpose passenger and freight 
traffieway in the very center of the Nation’s national monuments and memorials, 
i. e., the Lincoln Memorial, the Arlington Memorial Bridge, the George Wash- 
ington Memorial Parkway, the Marine Memorial to the Dead of all Wars, the 
Theodore Roosevelt National Memorial, the authorized memorial to the freedoms 
as enumerated in the Bill of Rights, and the Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised us that there would be no objection 
to the submission of this report to your committee. 


Sincerely yours, 
HATFIELD CHILSON, 
Acting Secretary of the Interior. 


STATEMENT OF CONRAD L. WIRTH, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL PARK 
SERVICE 


Mr. Wirrn. Well, I would like to point out the fact that this is a 
report to the committee signed by the Acting Secretary of the Interior, 
supporting S. 944, and it ends up with: 


The Bureau of the Budget has advised us that there would be no objection 
to the submission of this report to your committee. 








CROSSING OF THE POTOMAC RIVER 19 


In other words, it has budget approval. 

Senator Brstx. I am just reading this for the first time. It also 
says that you do not favor enactment of S. 1707; is that correct? 

Mr. Wirru. That is correct. 

Senator Bretzr. You favor the tunnel and you do not favor the 
bridge. 

Mr. Wirtn. That is right. 

I would like also, Mr. Chairman, to place in the record a personal 
letter to me from Secretary Seaton in which he asked me to personally 
call to the attention of the committee that—he said: 

I should like you to advise the committees of the House and Senate who may 
be designated to consider this problem that the Department of the Interior is op- 
posed to the bridge trafficway in this vicinity and supports the concept of the 
tunnel. 

This comes from the Secretary himself, asking me to deliver that 
message. I wanted to do that for the record, if I may. 

Senator Brete. That will be included in the record. 

(The letter is as follows :) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 27, 1957. 
Memorandum. 
To: Director, National Park Service. 
From : Secretary of the Interior. 
Subject : Transriver trafficway in the vicinity of the Arling Memorial Bridge. 

I have been following with considerable interest the discussions that have 
appeared in the press concerning an appropriate transriver trafficway in the 
vicinity of the Arlington Memorial Bridge. I am, of course, vitally interested 
in this problem and am anxious that it be resolved in the total public interest. 

As custodian of our national shrines, monuments, and memorials, which would 
be affected by either a tunnel or a bridge in the location now being considered, 
I wish you to know that you have the full support of the Department in pursuing 
the objectives of constructing a tunnel in the general vicinity of Constitution 
Avenue extended. 

Since the Department has not been requested to report on the legislation now 
being considered, I should like you to advise the committees of the House and 
the Senate who may be designated to consider this problem, that the Department 
of the Interior is opposed to a bridge trafficway in this vicinity and that it supports 
the concept of a tunnel. 

FreD A. SEATON, 
Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. Wirrn. We have several witnesses here. I would like to make 
my statement and then call on them, if that meets with your approval, 
sir. 

Senator Biste. Proceed in your own way. 

Mr. Wirrn. First, I appreciate very much coming here, because this 
has been a long-debated subject. The position that we have taken in 
the National Park Service and the Interior Department is a position, 
I believe, that anybody who has the custodialship of the lands and the 
memorials in the National Capital would have to take and would have 
to believe in if he held such a job. 

We have here in this small area along the Potomac River the best 
that America has to offer in its history, in its grandeur, it its culture, 
and they are the responsibility as part of the Federal City placed in 
the Department of Interior and delegated to the National Park Serv- 
ice to administer and protect. Consequently we feel that it is our duty 
to come before you from time to time and to express to you frankly 
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our recommendations on what ought to be done in order to protect 
these national areas. There is no nation in the world that has an as- 
sembly of what we have here in Washington. 

Now it can be said that you can design a pretty-looking bridge, and 
there is no question about you can design a pretty- -looking bridge, but 
that is not the question. You can design a very nice- looking stove, but 
you wouldn’t put it in the living room, nor would you put a bridge 
in this case, in our judgment, bec: ause it is destructive to the element 
that you have for the thing that you are trying to do here. 

I would want to say this: that we work’ very closely and try to work 
out our problems with the various agencies inv olved—namely, with the 
Highway Department—and we have come to agreement on a substan- 
tial number of things such as where it should be located. Both of these 
crossings, the bridge and the tunnel, have been found to be feasible. 
It isn’t a question of whether they can be done or not. It is a feasible 
proposition. They both have the approval of the Planning Commis- 
sion. Where we differ is whether we stay above ground or go below 
ground, and there is no difference as to what it will cost, the difference 
in what you have to spend in order to do it one way or the other. In 
other words, the estimates are pretty well checked back and forth with 
one another: We have accepted the Highway Department’s estimates 
on the bridge. 

Senator Brete. What figure is that, Mr. Wirth? 

Mr. Wirrn, $22 million. 

Senator Braxte. That is the $22 million figure for the 6-lane bridge. 

Mr. Wirrn. That is right. When we talk about that, we are talking 
about the one package, the approaches to it and the crossovers, and not 
just the plain structure itself, but what is shown in red and under- 
water—those two areas there. 

Senator Bretr. May I ask another question. Does that include 
approaches onto Theodore Roosevelt Island ? 

Mr. Wirru. No, sir. 

Senator Bieter. I understood Senator O’Mahoney said that had not 
been included within the $22 million figure. 

Mr. Wirru. My understanding is it “does not include the approaches 
to Theodore Roosevelt Island, although there may be a point of cor- 
rection. I don’t know. 

Senator Briste. We can determine that from the Highway 
Department. 

Mr. Wirrn. The Highway Department will be glad to give you 
that version of it. 

Senator Bretr. What you are saying, if I may get my mind clear 
on this, is that the cost of acquiring and building the br idges as shown 
on the map to the left, of all of the approac shes and cloverles afs, will 
be approximately the $22 million estimated as of today ? 

Mr. Wirrn. Yes, sir. 

Senator Breie. Very well. 

Mr. Wirtn. The tunnel is $25,500,000. The estimates for the tun- 
nel part were prepared by Mr. Ole Singstad, perhaps the best. known 
tunnel engineer in the world. He has cert tainly built as many, if not 
more, than anybody else, and the costs of the approaches have been 
figured by our engineers. 

“Senator Brste. That again includes the construction of the sepa- 

rated tunnel, two lanes on each side, going and coming, as well as 
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the cloverleafs and exits and the intakes as shown on the map to the 
right? 

Mr. Wirrn. Yes, sir. 

Senator Brsie. And that includes acquisition of rights-of-way ? 

Mr. Wirru. There is no acquisition of right-of-way necessary with 
the tunnel. There is with the bridge, but that is included with the 
cost. 

Senator Brste. In the $22 million. 

Mr. Wirt. Yes, sir. 

Senator Brste. You may proceed. Thank you. 

Mr. Wirru. I would say that I believe we have reached substantial 
agreement with everybody concerned on the following, and I will 
run through these very hurriedly to show how far we have advanced. 

We agree that the proposed Constitution Avenue corridor traffic- 
way—be it bridge or tunnel—is only one of several transriver traffic- 
ways that are needed to better the civic health and welfare of the 
Washington- Virginia segment of Metropolitan Washington. 

Senator Brie. May I interrupt you there to say, you are in agree- 
ment with who on this? 

Mr. Wirrn. With the Highway Department, the Planning Com- 
mission, the Park Service and all those are in agreement that we need 
this traffieway across there and also above and below this area in the 
future. 


Senator Brste. And the City Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia ? 


Mr. Wirtrn. Yes, sir. 

Senator Brste. It includes the Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia ? 

Mr. Wirrn. Yes, sir. 

Senator Bratz. You may proceed. 

Mr. Wirrn. 2. A transriver trafficway in the Constitution Ave- 
nue area will not by itself solve the urgent traffic problems confront- 
ing us. Therefore construction of additional trafficways across the 
Potomac River should begin simultaneously with, or immediately 
i yeh any facility that is provided at Constitution Avenue. 

The historic, scenic, and monumental values in the area affected 
should be preser ved and if possible, enhanced as new projects and new 
undertakings are considered for this area. 

4. These historic and scenic monumental values cannot be appraised 
in monetary terms. What their value is, I don’t know, but they are of 
intrinsic value to us all. 

These same values will be disrupted to some degree if either a 
tunnel or a bridge is constructed. We agree that any disruption to 
existing values should be held to an absolute minimum. 

These values will be disrupted to some degree no matter what is 
7 but it will be much less with a tunnel than a bridge. 

Both the city of Washington and the Virginia metropolitan areas 
on ‘the opposite side of the river would derive substantial benefits from 
“a a tunnel or a bridge. 

Plans for a bridge as developed and approved by the National 
C initial Planning Commission should be followed if a bridge is to be 
constructed. 

8. Plans for a tunnel as developed and approved by the National 
Capital Planning Commission should be followed if a tunnel is to be 
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constructed. It is probable that minor modifications would be made 
in either plan in the development of final construction plans for either 
project. 

These are the things that we are all agreed to. 

9. The approved tunnel plan and the approved bridge serve as the 
only known basis on which to base final and comparative estimates of 
construction cost for either a tunnel or a bridge. 

10. The Federal investment in lands and improvements such as 
national memorials, parkways, park roads, and other park improve- 
ments, as well as substantial areas reserved by law for additional 
memorials, suggests that the Federal interest is primary in considering 
such problems as appearance, flood control, cultural values, and in- 
spirational values. The Federal interest should be carefully weighed 
in the construction of a traffic facility in this location. 

11. The west leg of the interbelt loop plan to serve the Potomac 
River segment of the city is still the subject for possible relocation. 
This means that its construction may be delayed for some time. 

12. If either a tunnel or a bridge is to be constructed, it is essential 
iat this portion of the interbelt. loop be developed as a functioning 
facility in time to receive the traffic which it will be called upon to 
handle. 

13. Unless a substantial portion of the interbelt loop is constructed 
in readiness to receive the traffic of a transriver facility in the District 
side of the river, the existing street system will be overburdened until 
such time as this facility is constructed. 

14. The approved bridge plan calls for 14 secondary structures and 
514 miles of approach roads and connecting loops. Only 7 secondary 
structures and 414 miles of approach roads and connecting loops are 
called for on the approved tunnel plan. 

15. The 14 secondary structures and 514 miles of approach roads for 
the bridge will be more massive, more visible, and consequently more 
disruptive to existing conditions than the lesser number of 7 secondary 
structures and 414 miles of connecting roads for a tunnel. 

16. The Congress of the United States established the Commission 
of Fine Arts to advise on matters such as we now face. Therefore, the 
advice of the Commission on Fine Arts should be sought and carefully 
considered in matters where one of the primary considerations is the 
appearance and esthetics of our Nation’s Capital. 

It would be possible, Mr. Chairman, to list a lot of disagreements, 
but it all boils down to three main points. One is the misunderstand- 
ing as to estimates, what are sound base estimates, in order to make 
a comparison from the standpoint of economics. 

2. Should the Federal Government defray all costs necessary to 
provide a suitable river crossing in the area as proposed in S. 944, 
or should the District of Columbia pay 10 percent of the cost and the 
Federal Government 90 percent as proposed by proponents of a bridge, 
as proposed by H. R. 4367? 

3. Will a four-lane tunnel—based on actual performance records— 
adequately provide for the traffic that would be concentrated in the 
Constitution Avenue area ? 

Those are the three main things as we see it. 

Point 1: The District Engineer Commissioner, the Director of High- 
ways, and other bridge proponents are on record as subscribing to the 
principle that a tunnel would be satisfactory to them provided the 
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Federal Government would pay the difference in cost between a 
bridge and a tunnel. Under the provisions of S. 944 as introduced into 
the 85th Congress by Senator Joseph O’Mahoney and cosponsor Sen- 
ator Paul H. Douglas, the District would be relieved of any cost for 
constructing a tunnel in conformity with an approved plan. 

Point 2. The public, the press, and the Congress have been given 
the impression that the costs of a 4-lane tunnel as compared with a 
6-lane bridge are fantastically exorbitant. It is unfortunate that 
when bridge legislation was considered by the 84th Congress the 
impression was ‘left with both the Congress and the Bureau of the 
Budget that a tunnel would cost between $25,500,000 and $28 million 
more than a bridge. 

Actually, the only firm estimate available on the cost of a fully 
developed 4-lane tunnel completed in accordance with the approved 
tunnel plan, calls for total expenditures of approximately $25,500,000. 

Senator Bratz. Is everybody in agreement on that figure? Do the 
Commissioners agree with that figure ? 

Mr. Wirrn. Nobody has disputed that figure. 

Senator Bratz. The Highway Department agrees with that figure ? 

Mr. Wirern. I don’t know how far the *y have gone, but they have 
had the plans bud the figures to go over. I think they are in sub- 
stantial agreement on that. 

Senator Bistx. They are here to testify, of course, but I am trying 
to narrow down the points of disagreement. You have named many 
points of agreement. I want to find the points of disagreement. 

Mr. Wirrn. These figures of $25,500,000 were prepared by Mr. Ole 
Singstad, who is the outst: inding tunnel designer in the world, and 
cert ‘ainly i in this country. He was the engineer who built the Holland 
Tunnel. He was the consultant on the Posey Tunnel in California, 
also the consultant on the Detroit-Windsor, Michigan-Canada Tunnel. 
He was the engineer and builder of the Antwerp, Belgium, Tunnel. 
He was the consulting engineer on the Lincoln Tunnel in New York. 
He built the Queens-Midtown Tunnel in New York. He built the 
Brooklyn-Battery Tunnel in New York. He was the consultant 
engineer on the Pasadena Tunnel in Texas. He was the consulting 
engineer on the Hampton Roads Tunnel in Virginia. He drew up 
the first plans on it, but is no longer connected with it at the present 
time, I understand. He is the builder of the Baltimore Harbor Tunnel 
now under construction. These are all his work. He has devoted his 
lifetime to tunnel construction. These estimates were prepared by 
him. He is here today and ready to defend them and explain to you 
in such detail as you might care to have. 

I might say that Mr. Singstad has given his time freely on this enter- 
prise at our request to help us work out our ideas of trying to save this 
section of Washington and retain it as a real place of preservation of 
many of our heritages, and he has abided by that particular spirit and 
he has helped us in working up these plans at his own expense. 

Senator Brste. The National Park Service requested Mr. Singstad 
to make the study ? 

Mr. Wirtn. The American Society of Professional Engineers be- 
came interested in it first, and they asked Mr. Ole Singstad if he 
would help and he came down at the request of the National Park 
Service and the American Society of Professional Engineers. So it 
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was a joint effort of not only ourselves, but outside interests and out- 
side associations. 

I will sort of skip over some of this because I will place the whole 
thing in the record, sir, and I don’t want to take too much of your 
time. 

Senator Brere. It will be incorporated in full in the record. 

Mr. Wirrn. Point 3. I have a table here in point 3 which gives 
some of the information that Senator O’Mahoney had in connection 
with the traffic-carrying capacities of these various tunnels and bridges 
throughout the country, and I understand that Mr. Ole Singstad will 
cover that, too, so I shall leave that for him also. 

Now, there is one other point that I would like to make, and that is, 
in the preservation of this area it seemed to work out from several 
different angles, not only just from the scenic standpoint. But there 
are other factors which make a tunnel more desirable than a bridge— 
a six-lane bridge—and I would like to read an excerpt from Mr. Wil- 
bur Smith, of Wilbur Smith & Associates—consultants, from up in 
Connecticut, employed by the National Capital Planning Commission 
to make a study of the whole traffic situation and what might be done. 
It is a short statement here, and I just want to read part of it. 

Senator Bratz. The statement will be incorporated in full in the 
record, and you draw attention to whatever part you care to. 

Mr. Wirtn. That is by one of the leading traffic consultants in the 
country, Wilbur Smith, who was employed by the Planning Com- 
mission. 

I also want to call your attention to a statement that—when the 
President signed the bill for the bridges, he was apparently consider- 
ably disturbed and one of his statements in signing the bill which he 
sent up to Congress contains this sentence: 

Trucks shall be prohibited on the bridge and its approaches and all passenger- 
earrying vehicles now utilizing Arlington Memorial Bridge should be required 
to use the new bridge upon its completion. 

In other words, by building a bridge there, you would be bringing 
down the Inner Loop and out of Virginia all of the heavy traffic and 
swinging the trucks right into the center of our Mall development. 
The President was concerned about it and actually gave a sort of di- 
rective—well, it was a directive. At least, we understood it as a direc- 
tive to the administrative agencies that, if you build it, you should 
build it so that the trucks would not necessarily have to travel it. 

Senator Bratz. What would be the situation if you had a tunnel? 

Mr. Wirrn. The trucks would be permissible on it. They are out 
of sight. That is the main purpose he had in mind, I am sure. 

I was going to read a little statement here about the Bureau of the 
Budget, which is an old letter, but since we have got the report with 
the clearance of the Bureau of the Budget there is no need of indi- 
cating that any further. 

T want to explain one more thing as far as my position is concerned, 
sir, and that is this: I believe from the studies I have seen, both by 
traffic people and from the conversations I have had with experts like 
Mr. Harland Bartholomew, who is donating his time as Chairman of 
the Planning Commission without compensation, his attitude and 
so forth—that while my main interests on the Planning Commission 
and my main occupation is the park work, you can’t help but analyze 
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what these other people talk about in trying to reach your conclusions. 
I personally have come to the conclusion that from the standpoint 
of the city of Washington, it would be better not to have anything at 
this location at all, above or below the ground. 

On the other hand, from our standpoint of the parks, I believe it 
would be better to have the tunnel here, because I look to it eventuall 

taking most of the traffic off of the Memorial Bridge. I look forw cod 

sir, and I hope in the very near future, to getting all of those old build- 
ings off the Mall so we can build our roads down the Mall, our park 
driveway, which was ie anticipated, so that we w ‘ill have a 
truly central Mall ar all of the glory that goes to America 
along its border—running all of the way from the C apitol to the Tomb 
of the Unknown Soldier ‘and Lee Mansion, in Vi irginia. I think it is 
our duty to develop this central Mall area along that line and get rid 
of those temporary buildings. 

I have come to the conclusion that by building the tunnel, we can 
sidetrack that traffic down there. If we get the traffic off the Mall, we 
ean return the Arlington Memorial Bridge, which was built as a 
memorial to the North and South, and reestablish it for its original 
purpose and get our whole Mall development tying in the White House, 
Washington Monument, Jefferson Monument, and the Capitol, and 
our burials on the Virginia side of the river, into one grand national 
memorial. That is w hy, sir, that maybe from the traffic standpoint it 
might not be desirable to build the separation here, but from the 
standpoint of parks, I think it is, so we can get our Memorial Bridge 
back to the original intention. 

Senator Bratz. Do I understand you correctly, though, that on be- 
half of the National Capital Parks you recommend the construction 
of a tunnel at the points shown on the map to the right. 

Mr. Wirrn. I most certainly do. 

Now, at this point, Mr. C hairman, I would like to call on Mr. David 
Finley. I have been asked to act sort of as master of ceremonies here 
and bring our witnesses up here. I would like to call on Mr. David 
Finley, the Chairman of the Fine Arts Commission. 

Senator Bratz. We will be very happy to hear from Mr. Finley. 

Before we do, Senator Beall, do you have any questions? 

Senator Breau. No. 

Senator Bratz. Senator Frear? 

Senator Frear. No. 

Senator Bratz. I am wondering in making this determination 
whether you gave any consideration to the possibility that the audi- 
torium might be located at Foggy Bottom ? 

Mr. Wirrtn. Yes, sir, and I am strongly in favor of the auditorium 
in the Foggy Bottom, and this would not interfere with it and would 
tie in with it very nicely. 

Senator Bree. This would not interfere with that ? 

Mr. Wirtu. No, sir, it would not. 

I would like very much, if I may, to put in a plug for Foggy Bottom. 

Senator Brste. Might you tell me just for my own information— 
because I am anxious to develop a record in an orderly way—who is in 
disagreement with the findings of the National Park Service insofar 
as the construction of the tunnel is concerned ? 
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Mr. Wirru. Well, the main disagreement, sir, is between the District 
Highway Department and, may I say, the other agencies of the 
Federal Government, as to the tunnel versus the bridge. 

Senator Bratz. Other agencies. Who are the other agencies? 

Mr. Wirtu. National Parks Service, the Commission of Fine Arts, 
the Theodore Roosevelt Commission, the National Monuments Com- 
mission, the Committee of 100 on the Federal City—which is not a 
Federal Commission, but an association—the Marine Corps War 
Memorial Foundation, the American Society of Landscape Archi- 
tects, the American Scenic Preservatiton Society, Freedom Shrine, 
Inc., and the American Institute of Architects are all supporting the 
tunnel versus the bridge. 

Senator Biste. And the Highway Department is supporting the 
bridge ? 

Mr. Wirtn. That is correct. 

Senator Bratz. How many meetings have you jointly had for the 
purpose of attempting to reconcile this difference ? 

Mr. Wirern. I don’t know whether I could count them up here, 
but there have been a lot of them and most of them have been handled 
through the committees of the Planning Comission. 

Senator Brete. The end result is that you are still in disagreement ? 

Mr. Wirrn. We are still in disagreement, sir. At least we were 
before I came in here. Maybe we have convinced the Highway De- 
partment that we are right by now. I don’t know. 

Senator Bratz. We expect to hear from them. If you are in agree- 
ment, it makes our task that much easier. I was wondering how far 
you had come along that way. 

Mr. Wirrn. We would like very much to have them join our side, 
sir. 

Senator Bratz. Did you have an estimate—or did you make an 
estimate in this study of the cost of a six-lane tunnel ? 

Mr. Wirrn. Mr. Ole Singstad can answer those questions. He is 
the expert on that and any questions on the tunnel capacities, the 
construction costs, and so forth. I think it would be better to have the 
expert handle it rather than myself. 

May I call Mr. Finley at this time? 

Senator Brete. We will be happy to hear from you Mr. Finley. 

(Mr. Wirth’s statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT BY CONRAD L, WIRTH, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 


I appreciate this opportunity to bring before this committee the views of the 
Department of the Interior and the National Park Service regarding proposals 
to construct either a 4-lane tunnel or a 6-lane bridge in the Constitution Avenue 
corridor. 

The Department of the Interior feels very strongly that the construction 
of a tunnel as proposed in 8. 944, introduced by the Honorable Joseph C. 
O’Mahoney of Wyoming, offers the best and the only rational solution to the 
problem of providing a transriver trafficway in this area that will serve the 
public interest. 

I am gratified to be able to report that the Bureau of the Budget has informed 
us that it interposes no objections to presentations by the Department in support 
of 8S. 944. 

I ask the indulgence of the committee to reiterate again my previously re- 
corded conviction that if a bridge with its necessary network of approach ramps 
and high-level roadways is constructed at this site, those of us serving as custo- 
dians of the properties belonging to the people of this country regret it as long 
as we live. 
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The subject of tunnel versus bridge has been a matter of prolonged study. 
Both tunnel proponents and bridge proponents have found substantial areas of 
agreement in efforts to find a reasonable solution to this problem. 

I should like to outline to you those areas of agreement to indicate to this 
committee and to the Congress how close we have come to an amicable solution. 
I feel sure I am correct in stating that, in the main, the sponsors of a tunnel and 
the sponsors of a bridge are in agreement with the following: 

1. We are agreed that the proposed Constitution Avenue corridor trafliceway— 
be it bridge or tunnel—is only one of several transriver trafficeways that are 
needed to better the civic health and welfare of the Washington-Virginia seg- 
ment of Metropolitan Washington. 

2. A transriver trafficway in the Constitution Avenue area will not by itself 
solve the urgent traffiic problems confronting us. Therefore construction of ad- 
ditional traflicways across the Potomac River should begin simultaneously with, 
or immediately following any facility that is provided at Constitution Avenue. 

3. The historic, scenic, and monumental values in the area affected should be 
preserved and if possible, enhanced as new projects and new undertakings are 
considered for this area. 

4. These historic and scenic monumental values cannot be appraised in mone- 
tary terms. 

5. These same values will be disrupted to some degree if either a tunnel or a 
bridge is constructed. We agree that any disruption to existing values should 
be held to an absolute minimum. 

6. Both the city of Washington and the Virginia metropolitam areas on the 
opposite side of the river would derive substantial benefits from either a tunnel 
or a bridge. 

7. Plans for a bridge as developed and approved by the National Capital 
Planning Commission should be followed if a bridge is to be constructed. 

8. Plans for a tunnel as developed and approved by the National Capital 
Planning Commission should be followed if a tunnel is to be constructed. It is 
probable that minor modifications would be made in either plan in the develop- 
ment of final construction plans for either project. 

9. The approved tunnel plan and the approved bridge serve as the only known 
basis on which to base final and comparative estimates of construction cost for 
either a tunnel or a bridge. 

10. The Federal investment in lands and improvements such as national 
memorials, parkways, park roads and other park improvements, as well as sub- 
stantial areas reserved by law for additional memorials suggests that the Federal 
interest is primary in considering such problems as appearance, flood control, 
cultural values, and inspirational values. The Federal interest should be 
earefully weighed in the construction of a traffic facility in this location. 

11. The west leg of the interbelt loop plan to serve the Potomac River segment 
of the city is still the subject for possible relocation. This means that its 
construction may be delayed for some time. 

12. If either a tunnel or a bridge is to be constructed, it is essential that 
this portion of the interbelt loop be developed as a functioning facility in time 
to receive the traffic which it will be called upon to handle. 

13. Unless a substantial portion of the interbelt loop is constructed in readiness 
to receive the traffic of a transriver facility in the District side of the river, the 
existing street system will be overburdened until such time as this faciilty is 
constructed. 

14. The approved bridge plan calls for 14 secondary structures and 5144 miles 
of approach roads and connecting loops. Only 7 secondary structures and 4% 
miles of approach roads and connecting loops are called for on the approved 
tunnel plan. 

15. The 14 secondary structures and 514 miles of approach roads for the 
bridge will be more massive, more visible and consequently more disruptive 
to existing conditions than the lesser number of 7 secondary structures and 
414 miles of connecting roads for a tunnel. 

16. The Congress of the United States established the Commission of Fine 
Arts to advise matters such as we now face. Therefore, the advice of the 
Commission of Fine Arts should be sought and carefully considered in matters 
where one of the primary considerations is the appearance and aestheties of our 
Nation’s Capital. 

It. would be possible to list many more areas of agreement in which both the 
tunnel and bridge proponents are in agreement. It will be clear that the primary 
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points of difference are concerned with cost of either project and the ability of 
either project to perform a function it will be called upon to perform. 

In listing the following points of disagreement, it is presumed that the Congress 
and this committee will be guided by actual performance records rather than 
estimates. I have added to this memorandum a factual tabulation of traffic that 
is actually carried by 4-lane tunnels, which makes it quite clear that a 4-lane 
tunnel with much heavier truck traffic than the proposed Potomac River tunnel 
would be called upon to carry, has carried 58,470 vehicles per day for every day 
in the year. 

Disagreement has arisen over method costs of holding that destruction to a 
minimum. The records show that three basic questions have arisen from this 
disagreement. They are: 

1. Based on firm estimates, what is the difference in costs between a tunnel 
and a bridge? 

2. Should the Federal Government defray all costs necessary to provide suit- | 
able river traffic crossing in the area, as proposed in 8S. 944, or should the District 
of Columbia government pay 10 percent of the cost and the Federal Government 
90 percent as proposed by proponents of a bridge, as proposed by H. R. 4367? 

3. Will a 4-lane tunnel—based on actual performance records—adequately pro- 
vide for the traffic that would be concentrated in the Constitution Avenue area? 

Point 1. The District Engineer Commissioner, the Director of Highways and 
other bridge proponents are on record as subscribing to the principle that a 
tunnel would be satisfactory to them provided the Federal Government would pay 
the difference in cost between a bridge and a tunnel. Under the provisions of 
S. 944 as introduced into the 85th Congress by Senator Joseph O’Mahoney and | 
cosponsor Senator Paul H. Douglas, the District would be relieved of any cost ( 
for constructing a tunnel in conformity with an approved plan. ‘ 

] 
] 





Point 2. The public, the press, and the Congress have been given the impression 
that the costs of a 4-lane tunnel as compared with a 6-lane bridge are fantastically 
exorbitant. It is unfortunate that when bridge legislation was considered by the 
84th Congress the impression was left with both the Congress and the Bureau of 
the Budget that a tunnel would cost between $25,500,000 and $28,000,000 more ? 
than a bridge. 

Actually, the only firm estimate available on the cost of a fully developed 4-lane 
tunnel completed in accordance with the approved tunnel plan, calls for total 
expenditures of approximately $25,500,000. 

The estimated cost of a fully developed 6-lane bridge, completed in conformity 
with the approved bridge plan, has been placed by the District at approximately 
$22 million. ‘ 

Other estimates ranging from $92 million for various imaginary tunnels to - 

. $5 million for a bridge have been shown on the record to be little more than 
unrealistic guesses. 

It is unfortunate that the large issues involved in this matter have been so 
clouded by loose estimates. 

When the hard facts are analyzed it is seen that preservation of the irre- 
placeable scenic beauties which now provide inspiration and enjoyment for 
citizens from all over the United States involves an expenditure of an additional 
$3 million for a tunnel. d 

It is a matter of record that the Federal Government is by many laws and 
Presidential proclamations responsible for the administration and financing of 
projects and improvements on Federal properties in the Distirct of Columbia 
and the Washington metropolitan area. It is also a matter of record that the 
Federal agencies responsible for Federal properties have by policy, procedure and 
practice assumed these responsibilities. Therefore, it is consistent to suggest 
that any improvement, such as proposed traffic facility crossing the Potomac Ss 
River in this location is in no different category than the many miles of Federal 
parkway and park roads which it would serve to connect on both sides of the 
river. It is not inconsistent to suggest or believe that a traffic facility in the 
location now being considered should be developed in a manner that would be 
acceptable to the sum total Federal interest as well as the interest of the local O 
community. 

Point 3. To eliminate guess and estimates I have inserted at this point an 
actual performance record chart of tunnels and bridges in the New York area. 
This record reflects the traffic tally of the bridges and tunnels reported on for 
1955. 

The bridge advocates claim that the capacity per lane in a tunnel is only one- 
half of the capacity per lane on a bridge. This is contrary to the facts demon- 
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strated by traffic statistics on major tunnels and bridges. To cite a few examples, 
using the 1955 or 1956 traffic counts, the following are the actual figures: 





| Average 

















Number | Total number Number of number of 
Facility of traffic of vehicles vehicles per vehicles per 
lanes per year year perlane | day per 
lane 
_ - mate - | a —-----| ——___-+-—- dace Heed 
George Washington Bridge, New York-New | 
Jersey (1956) - . 8 | 35, 523, 585 | 4, 440, 448 12, 166 
Triborough Bridge, New York City (1955) _ - hod 8 | 43, 736, 123 | 5, 467, 015 |! 14, 978 
Whitestone Bridge, New York City (1955). 6 | 27, 923, 604 4, 663, 934 12, 778 
Lincoln Tunnel, New York-New Jersey (1956) - 4{ 121, 618, 846 | 5, 404, 711 | 14, 807 
Holland Tunnel, New York-New Jersey (1956) 4 20, 847, 672 | 5, 211, 918 | 14, 279 
Sumner Tunnel, Boston (1955) _- -- -| 2 | 12, 094, 107 | 6, 047, 053 16, 567 
Geo. A. Posey Tunnel, Oakland-Alameda, | | | 
2 | 10, 958, 830 5, 479, 415 15, 012 
| i 
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! This is an average of 59,230 vehicles per day for the 365 days of the year, as contrasted with the bridze 
advocates’ claim that a 4-lane tunnel has a maximum capacity of 45,000 ‘vehicles per day. 


It should be noted that the number of vehicles per lane per day listed above is 
an average over the entire 365 days of the year, rather than a maximum on any 1 
single day. The maximum observed vehicles per hour in 2 lanes of 1 tube are 
as follows: 


PEO CI ee ee ee 2, 970 
SUN TE ee 0. AU ed EE a LS 2 Sd SS ees 2, 600 
Beers | Bi ck ck etic ih bees ace 2, 496 
RN I BB ith Scie Ucipceattleaa l e  Ti a te eee 2, 476 


In addition to the unquestionable proof that tunnels do at least equal the effi- 
ciency of bridges in their capacity to handle traffic—lane for lane—I would add 
the following observations based upon an economic survey of tunnels and bridges 
in operation in New York city covering a period between 1919 and 1939. 

High level bridge approaches have a depressing effect on real estate surround- 
ing their approaches. 

Real estate values surrounding the approaches to a tunnel increased very 
substantially. 

Properties in the vicinity of bridgeheads surveyed were depressed over the 
20-year period as much as 60 percent where property in the vicinity of the tunnel 
portals increased more than 180 percent. 

From all viewpoints a tunnel would have a far less damaging effect on the 
Lincoln Memorial-Arlington area than a bridge. From the standpoint of traffic, 
a four-lane tunnel would provide a river crossing for the maximum number of 
vehicles which the streets in the Constitution Avenue area should be obliged to 
handle. 

Any competent traffic engineer or traffic consultant will invariably advise to 
disperse, not concentrate, large volumes of traffic if it is to be handled wisely. 

There is always time to do a thing the right way. It is contended the right way 
in this instance would be for the Federal Government to protect the scenic and 
historic values of the Lincoln Memorial area by constructing a tunnel in the 
Constitution Avenue corridor. 

Conrad L. WrietH, Director. 


STATEMENT OF DAVID E. FINLEY, CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMISSION 
OF FINE ARTS 


Mr. Frinury. I am David E. Finley, Chairman of the Commission 
of Fine Arts. 

I want to thank you for giving me this opportunity to appear here 
today, on behalf of the Commission of Fine Arts, and to give vou our 
views with reference to pending legislation (S. 944 and S. 1707) to 
build a tunnel or a bridge across the Potomac River in the vicinity of 
Constitution Avenue. 
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If there is to be a river crossing at this point, in addition to the 
existing Memorial Bridge, the Commission would greatly prefer a 
tunnel, as provided in S. 944. A tunnel would eliminate at least some 
of the objections which we would have to another bridge in this area 

There is no question in our minds that a bridge erected between the 
Memorial Bridge and Theodore Roosevelt Island, or even a bridge 
crossing the lower end of the island as provided in S. 1707, would 
detract from the beauty of this area, first, by competing with the 
Memorial Bridge and, second, by introducing another element into 
what is now a balanced and beautiful composition. This would be true 
regardless of how well designed the proposed bridge might be. Also 
another bridge in this location, with its approaches on both sides of the 
river, would intensify the traftic problems that already exist and would 
make the memorials in this neighborhood the center of swirling traffic 
vortex that will seriously affect the appearance of the entire area. The 
memorials, themselves, will remain but the beauty and dignity of their 
surroundings will disappear. 

These memorials, as you know, include the one to Abraham Lin- 
coln, visited by millions of people each year. Here also is the Me- 
morial Bridge, symbolizing the union of the North and the South, 
and as such it has a special significance that should not be lessened 
by a competing bridge in this neighborhood. Included also are 
Theodore Roosevelt Island, the Marine Corps War Memorial, Arling- 
ton National Cemetery and the Tomb of the Unknown Soldier. 

These memorials do not belong to the people of Washington. They 
belong to all the people of this country for whom we are, in a sense, 
trustees. I thing we should consider very carefully whether we have 
the right to sacrifice the beauty of the setting of these great monuments 
merely to obtain some temporary alleviation of traffic problems, par- 
ticularly when some other solution can be found, if there is the will 
to do so. 

The Commission is well aware that a landscape is not necessarily 
harmed by the addition of a bridge. In fact, some landscapes can be 
greatly improved by a handsome bridge. This is true in the case 
of the Memorial Bridge which adds to ‘the beauty of the setting for 
which it was designed. There are other points along the river where 
a bridge could be built without harming the landscape, but this is 
not true of the area surrounding the Memorial Br idge and Theodore 
Roosevelt Island. 

In this particular location we have, by a combination of natural 
elements and careful design, a civic landscape that approaches per- 
fection. I know of no such landscape in any foreign capital or any 
other American City that surpasses in beauty the one which we have 
here in Washington. And _ yet, it is proposed, at the insistence of 
highway engineers, to sacrifice this landscape to traffic considerations 
that might well be met in other ways. The Commission on Fine Arts 
believes that it is our duty to point out once again the gravity of what 
it considers to be a shortsighted attitude in insisting upon a bridge 
at this location, 

The position of the Commission of Fine Arts has been consistent in 
this matter. We have not favored previous plans to build bridges 
in this area. We are opposed to the location of the bridge authorized 
in Public Law 704, as enacted in 1954. But the fact that we were 
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opposed to such a bridge did not prevent us from cooperating since 
that time with the agencies involved in trying to get the best possible 
design for the bridge and its approaches, as authorized in Public 
Law 704. We went to the Theodore Roosevelt Island trustees and 
asked them to withdraw their objection to having the bridge cross 
the southern end of the island because we felt, if there must be a 
bridge here, one crossing the island would not be so detrimental to 
the whole scene as a steel bridge crossing the water south of Theodore 
Roosevelt Island and in such close proximity to the Memorial Bridge. 
The Roosevelt Island trustees agreed, somewhat reluctantly and as a 
—— service, to the bridge’s crossing the island and they did so only 

ecause they want to cooperate in saving this important landscape. 
Their action has made it possible to build a bridge as provided in 
S. 1707, if that bill should be enacted into law. But there is no neces- 
sity for building such a bridge when the traffic coming from Virginia 
can be accommodated by a tunnel under the river at about the same 
location and at approximately the same cost as a bridge. 

I hope the Congress will take all these matters into consideration 
and will authorize a tunnel, rather than a bridge, if there must be 
another river crossing in the neighborhood of Consitution Avenue. 
By doing so we will preserve intact the beauty of the memorials in 
that area for which we have great and inescapable responsibility to 
the American people both now and in the future. 

Senator Brete. Thank you very much, Mr. Finley, I appreciate 
that very full statement. 

Senator Beaty. No questions. 

Senator Brstr. We have heard the proponents of the tunnel and 
Senator Beall has to leave in a short time. I think it might be helpful, 
so that we might get a little fuller picture of this entire problem, 
if we could hear some of the opposition the tunnel and some of the 
proponents of the bridge. If we might interrupt the trend of testi- 
mony, Mr. Wirth, I am going to hear everybody, but I would like to 
have some expression and determine the views possibly in opposition 
through General Lane, and then I would return to your witnesses. 

Mr. Wirtn. May I just say this: Mr, Ole Singstad canceled 
appointments to come down from New York for this hearing, and 
we would like very much to be sure he would be heard today because 
he can’t be here tomorrow. 

Senator Brere. I was advised of Mr. Singstad’s canceling appoint- 
ments to be here today, and I will hear him immediately after I have 
heard General Lane. I would just like to hear the other side of the 
coin a little. I think it might give us a little more intelligent idea 
of the entire picture. 

Senator Brere. General Lane, we are very happy to have you 
with us. 


STATEMENT OF BRIG. GEN. THOMAS A. LANE, ENGINEER 
COMMISSIONER, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


General Lanr. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to 
appear before you in behalf of legislation which the Commissioners 
of the District of Columbia have requested, and in opposition to cer- 
tain proposed legislation which is in conflict with the highway 
program for the District of Columbia. 
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I recognize both the confused legislative situation which prevails 
on the question of Potomac River crossings and the familiarity of 
this committee with the general problem through the action which 
was taken on legislation in the last Congress. Having both of these 
considerations in mind, I shall avoid detailed discussion and present 
to you a concise statement of the principal facts bearing on the 
problem. 

The Board of Commissioners presently have legislative authority 
and appropriated funds for the construction of a six-lane bridge 
across the Potomac River downstream from Roosevelt Island and 
approximately at the foot of Constitution Avenue. The District 
Fiaeiietaeaee, the Secretary of the Interior, and the Theodore 
Roosevelt Island Association agreed in July of 1955 that it is desir- 
able to build the authorized bridge across the lower end of Roosevelt 
Island. In that month the Commissioners introduced, and the Senate 
of the United States passed, a bill to authorize this change in loca- 
tion. This bill was modified in conference with the House of Repre- 
sentatives in the 2d session of the 84th Congress, but failed of passage 
in the closing days of that session through objection to the bascule 
span which was incorporated in the bill in conference. 

S. 1707, the bill now before you and recommended by the Commis- 
sioners of the District of Columbia, is the same as the bill which the 
Senate passed in the Ist session of the 84th Congress. It does not 
contain provision for a bascule span. The Commissioners’ proposal 
for the construction of this bridge has been worked out in cooperation 
with the State Highway Commission of the State of Virginia and 
the Bureau of Public Roads of the Department of Commerce. It is 
the only program for a new crossing of the Potomac River at this 
location which has such gn This proposed bill also has the 
approval of the National Capital Planning Commission, and the 
designs for the structure have been approved by the Fine Arts Com- 
mission. 

S. 944, which proposes the construction of a four-lane tunnel in lieu 
of the presently authorized Constitution Avenue bridge across the 
Potomac River, would authorize a project which has not received the 
approval of the responsible highway planning authorities of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia and the State of Virginia and of the Federal 
Government. 

Senator Bratz. May I interrupt you right there, General Lane, to 
ask you who would be the responsible authorities of the Federal 
Government to whom you refer ? 

General Lane. I am referring to the Bureau of Public Roads and 
the Department of Commerce, which has supervision over the Federal 
highway program. 

Senator Brste. Did I understand your statement just a little earlier 
to say that in 1955 you had the agreement of the then Secretary of 
the Interior ? 

General Lanz. Yes, sir. We had his approval of the change of 
location of the bridge, and it was on that basis that we submitted 
legislation to change the location. 

Senator Brats. Of course, you heard the position of the present 
Secretary of the Interior as of now? 

General Lang. Supporting the tunnel, yes, sir. 
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Senator Brstz. Supporting the tunnel and rather vigorously say- 
ing he was opposed to the bridge traflicway. 

General Lane. Yes, sir. 

In 1955 the question of the tunnel was taken up at length by the 
Bureau of the Budget, representing the White House, and at that time 
the Director of the Budget informed, I believe, the Senate committee 
which had appropriations before itthis was the Subcommittee on 
Appropriations—that it favored the bridge and recommended the 
appropriation of the money then before that committee. 

Seatiee Buse. I was trying to clear up the difference in viewpoint. 
If I understand it, in a nutshell the Secretary of the Interior in 1955 
favored a bridge over the tunnel, and in 1957 he favors the tunnel over 
the bridge. 

General Lane. I believe that is the fact, sir. 

I think, Mr. Chairman, we might take into consideration that in 
1955 we had the authority and the appropriation to proceed with the 
construction of a bridge. 

Senator Bist. There may be one other question to clarify it. Was 
a tunnel under consideration at that time in 1955? 

General Lane. A tunnel had been exhaustibly explored prior to 
that time and had been rejected on the basis of cost by the Bureau of 
the Budget not more than, I would say 30 days before this compromise 
agreement was reached. 

“Senator Brsre. In 1955? 

General Lane. In 1955. 

Senator Brere. And the same tunnel that is before us now was under 
consideration then, the same general project / 

General Lanz. No, Mr. Chairman; the tunnel which is before you 
now has never been approved by the National Capital Planning Com- 
mission and has never been accepted as an adequate traffic facility for 
this area. 

Senator Bratz. Why ? 

General Lane. Because a minimum of six lanes of traffic will be 
required 1 in this area to meet your traffic requirements. 

Senator Brae. That is the opinion of yourself, General Lane? 

General Lanr. This is the opinion of the highway planning officials 
in the District of Columbia and Virginia and of the Bureau of Roads 
in the Department of Commerce. 

Senator Brare. I am trying to find these areas of disagreement. 
What you are saying again is—— 

General Lane. Mr. Chairman, this is also the opinion of the National 
Capital Planning Commission, and I have here a copy of a report 
submitted by a subcommittee of that Commission, dated April 7, 1955, 
which received the approval of the full Commission. 

Senator Bite. Is that the position in 1957? The Chair seems to be 
impressed with the idea that we have one opinion in 1955 which has 
been completely changed by identically the same agencies in 1957. 

General Lanr. I believe that is true. 

Senator Bisre. Is that true in the case of the National Capital 
Planning Commission ? 

General Lane. This is not true in the case of the National Capital 
Planning Commission. The question of the tunnel has not appeared 
before that Commission since this date. The committee which made 
this report—and I think it would be well to submit it for the record —— 
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Senator Brae. It will be incorporated in full in the record. 

The date of that report is what, General Lane? 

General Lane. April 7, 1955. 

Senator Breitze. And that is the report of the National Capital 
Planning Commission. 

General Lane. Action upon the question of a bridge and tunnel. 
This is a memorandum to the National Capital Planning Commission, 
subject : Question of the Tunnel. 

Senator Bistx. For the purpose of the record and so that we are 
absolutely clear, who composes the National Capital Planning Com- 
mission, or whatever the official title is? 

General Lanz. The National Capital Planning Commission is a 
planning body established by the Congress in 1952 under the National 
Capital Planning Commission Act of that year, and it is composed 
of ex officio representatives of several Federal departments, the District 
of Columbia, and certain other non ex officio representatives appointed 
by the President to that position. 

Senator Bratz. How many members of the Commission have you? 

General Lane. I believe there are a total of 12. I believe there are 
12, including representatives of the District Committee, the chairman 
of the District Committee of the House of Representatives, and the 
chairman of the District Committee of the Senate. 

Senator Bratz. Does this report that you referred to in April 1955 
contain the names of the 12 members at that time, sir? 

General Lane. No, sir. 

Senator Brae. Would you supply that for the record ? 

General Lane. This contains the names of the four members of 
the subcommittee which submitted this report. The report was then 
approved by the full Commission. 

(The report of the Planning Commission, dated April 7, 1955, 
follows :) 

Memorandum to: National Capital Planning Commission. 
Subject: Report on tunnel at Constitution Avenue. 


1. This report responds to a directive to this special committee to report upon 
the tunnel plan presented orally to the Planning Commission by Mr. Ole Singstad 
for the Society of Professional Engineers. 

2. The staff committee has worked out a suitable plan of approaches for the 
tunnel on the Constitution Avenue location. This plan will enable the tunnel 
to function equally well with the authorized bridge at the same general site. The 
plan is based upon a 6-lane tunnel which will have approximately 90 percent of 
the capacity of the 6-lane bridge. 

3. The staff committee, which includes representatives of the District of 
Columbia Highway Department, has prepared an estimated cost of the tunnel 
and its approaches at approximately $52 million. The approaches to be included 
in the estimate will cover the same areas and service as those included in the 
approved bridge plan and estimate. The difference between the bridge and 
tunnel approach plans are primarily in details in the immediate approaches and 
are due to the physical differences between a tunnel and a bridge. 

4. An estimate of cost of the 6-lane bridge and the approaches as included is 
$24,500,000. 

5. The objections which have been urged to the bridge are based upon esthetic 
grounds. Your committee believes that from a general planning and service 
standpoint, either the bridge or the tunnel will be suitable. 

6. The committee has not attempted to pass upon the question as to whether 
the esthetic advantages of a tunnel over the bridge are worth the large increase 
in cost involved. 


Conrad L. WirtH, Chairman. 
LEON ZACH 

Haroitp J. SPELMAN 

Col. T. A. LANE 
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Senator Bratz. Now, that is the conclusion of the Planning 
Commission ? 

yeneral Lane. Of this Commission. 

Senator Bratz. Now, General Lane, is it agreed that the cost of the 
bridge is $22 million? Are you in agreement with the National Park 
Service, for example, that that is a correct figure ? 

General Lane. Mr. Chairman, the presently authorized bridge has 
a price tag of $2414 million in it and that was used here. That includes 
approximately $7 million for the cost of the bridge span itself and 
$1714 million for the approaches and grade separations in order to 
make that bridge fully effective. 

Senator Bree. My understanding of Mr. Wirth’s testimony was 
that the bridge and the approaches, the acquisition of rights-of-way 
and everything necessary to make ‘this a complete working bridge 
unit was approximately $22 million. I mean, are you in agreement 
with that figure? Yousay itis $24 million ? 

General Lane. The bridge in a certain part of the system can be 
constructed for $22 million. The $2414 million is based upon the 
development of approach roads. Someone speaking before me 
referred to 5 miles of roads, I believe. The improvement of the Mall 
roads east of the Lincoln Memorial is not shown on that map. It is 
my recollection that a part of the cost of that $24 million includes the 
development of these approach roads. 

Now, you can always build a bridge for less than that by cutting 
down on the amount of work you do on the approach roads, so that 
there have been different estimates in the area depending upon how 
much work you do on the approach roads. 

Senator Brete. It wouldn’t appear to the Chair you are very far 
apart on that particular item. 

General Lane. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

I think the significant thing there is the cost of the bridge span 
itself, which is $7 million, and we have some $17 or $18 million in 
the approach roads and grade separation facilities. 

Senator Brste. Thank you. You may proceed. 

General Lane. I think the difference in viewpoint as to whether 
the Planning Commission has approved this 4-lane tunnel is this: 
Some persons are assuming that this approval of a 6-lane tunnel 
constitutes approval of a 4-lane tunnel. Now, as a matter of fact, 
this committee received a presentation on a 4-lane tunnel from Mr. 
Singstad, but it did not consider that a 4-lane tunnel would be an 
adequate traffic facility, and it went to the bother of planning for 
a 6-lane tunnel and doing some cost estimating on that basis to put 
it on a comparable basis with the 6-lane bridge which had been 
previously planned. 

Senator Brere. Has the Planning Commission ever made a study 
of the four-lane tunnel? 

General Lane. So far as I know the only study was made by this 
subcommittee which submitted this report. 

Senator Brste. Has the National Capital Planning Commission 
made any study of this present problem that the committee has before 
it since 1955? 

General Lanr. Mr. Chairman, to the best of my knowledge, the 
Commission has not. I have been a member throughout that time 
and this issue has not been raised before the Commission since this 
date. 
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Senator Brie. So what you are saying is that there has been no 
study made of a four-lane tunnel versus 6-lane bridge, is that a 
correct statement ? 

General Lane. That is correct, except that was considered at this 
time. 

Senator Brste. That was eliminated because you then went to a 
6-lane tunnel? 

General Lane. That is correct. 

Senator Brste. Thank you, General Lane, you may proceed. 

General Lanz. That completes this statement, Mr. Chairman. I 
will go back to my prepared statement. 

It has not received the approval of the National Capital Planning 
Commission. It has not received the planning, screening and review 
which the Congress has prescribed for major capital improvement 
projects in this area in the National Capital Planning Commission 
Act of 1952. 

The 6-lane bridge presently authorized at Constitution Avenue car- 
ries an authorization of $2414 million for its cost. The bridge recom- 
mended by the Board of Commissioners to cross Roosevelt Island can 
be built for the same price. Of this cost, approximately 6 or 7 million 
dollars would be for the bridge crossing itself, and the balance, some 
17 or 18 million dollars, would be used for grade separation structures 
and approach roads on both ends of the bridge to develop fully 
effective connections to the principal highways in Virginia and in 
the District of Columbia. 

The program presented in support of the tunnel proposes an ex- 
penditure of approximately $2214 million for the tunnel proper and 
$3 million for approach and connecting roads. Any four-lane facility 
at this point will prove to be a bottleneck between major highways in 
Virginia and in the District of Columbia. 

Senator Brate. Would you elaborate on that statement ? 

General Lane. Yes, Mr. Chairman. The bridge which we have pro- 
posed is to be an element of the Interstate Highway System. On the 
Virginia side of the river you have Route 50, which is north of Fort 
Myer and approaches the river at that point. At the present time this 
is a four-lane facility which the State highway commissioner of Vir- 
ginia plans to enlarge to a six-lane facility. It is an interstate route. 

On the District of Columbia side of the river we have an inner loop 
which will be in general an eight-lane facility which will come under 
the west side of the Lincoln Memorial and go north at that point west 
of 23d Street, generally along the river. This inner loop is in most of 
its length a part of the interstate facility and it is proposed with the 
connection of this bridge to the north it would be a part of that inter- 
state facility. 

I believe there is agreement by all traffic analysts that a six lane 
facility is the minimum sized facility which should be used to connec! 
Route 50 in Virginia with the inner loop. 

Senator Bistr. Right at that point, is my understanding correct 
that the bridge across Constitution Avenue or the tunnel, the Con- 
stitution Avenue tunnel, with the same general position and location, 
would both be integral parts of the interstate highway system? The 
bridge would be, as I understand you. 

General Lanr. We have proposed that, sir. We have not sponsored 
a tunnel. 
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Senator Briere. If it were a tunnel would it be a part of the Inter- 
state Highway System ? 

General Lane. A tunnel could have the same connections to the 
Interstate Highway System and would be entirely adequate. That 
was the basis of the committee report which I have read to you and in 
which I have concurred. The Commissioners have had no objection 
to the six-lane tunnel, if the Federal Government felt that the need 
warranted this at Federal expense. 

Senator Brste. You would be opposed to the four-lane tunnel be- 
cause you believe it is insufficient for the traffic ? 

General Lang. That is correct. 

Senator Bratz. And it would create a bottleneck on the Interstate 
Highway System ¢ 

General Lane. That is correct. You might consider that a four- 
lane facility, either a bridge or tunnel, connecting the parkway on one 
side with George Washington Parkway as a purely park project would 
not involve our Interstate System at all. That would be another 
matter entirely. But anything to connect Route 50 to the inner loop, 
and that is what all highway planners consider to be essential in this 
area, should be at least a six-lane facility. 

Senator Bistze. Thank you, General Lane, you may proceed. 

General Lane. Nevertheless, it should be noted that a 4-lane bridge 
with the same simple connections as the tunnel would cost approxi- 
mately $5 million for the bridge and $8 million for the connections or 
a total of $8 million. 

Senator Brste. As compared to a six-lane it would cost $24 million ? 

General Lane. That is correct, and as compared with a 4-lane tunnel, 
with the same capacity approximately, it would cost $2544 million. 

The question of a drawspan in a bridge across the river at this 
location is not raised by the legislation presently before you, but it is 
an important factor in the overall solution to this problem. 

We have, in our program for the Potomac River between George- 
town and Hains Point, three highway bridges proposed for construc- 
tion. The Constitution Avenue Bridge of 6 lanes and a 4-lane replace- 
ment of the present southbound highway bridge at 14th Street are 
proposed for immediate construction. The Roaches Run Bridge pro- 
posed to be built when traffic requires it at a location south of the 
railroad bridge is the third bridge in this program. Whatever pro- 
vision is made for navigation in this reach of the river will affect 
both the construction and operating costs of all three of these bridges. 
A study of this problem made jointly by the Highway Department of 
the District of Columbia, the Bureau of Public Roads of the Depart- 
ment of Commerce and the Corps of Engineers of the United States 
Army at the request of the chairman of the Public Works Committee 
of the United States Senate concluded that the provision of movable 
spans in these three bridges would cost approximately $5 million in 
initial capital cost and would increase operating costs by $112,000 
per year. 

The Commissioners of the District of Columbia have an active in- 
terest in developing all of the navigation potential for bringing water 
transportation benefits to this metropolitan area, and are endorsing 
projects designed for this purpose. We are convinced, however, that 
the judgment of the Secretary of the Army in approving a fixed span 
for the authorized Constitution Avenue Bridge across the Potomac 
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River is a sound judgment and not contrary to the proper interests of 
navigation. 

The reach of the Potomac River from Georgetown to Hains Point 
must be crossed by numerous highway bridges in order to provide 
essential traffic connections between the District of Columbia and 
suburban areas in Virginia. Even with movable spans on all of these 
bridges the prospect of traversing them is not an attractive one for 
navigation interests. Movable oe would represent a potential 
for continuing conflicts between highway users and navigation in- 
terests. The only sound solution to both highway and navigation 
problems in this reach of the river is to provide fixed bridges with 
sufficient clearance above the river to accommodate the needs of 
navigation. This is precisely what has been done in the bridge permit 
issued by the Secretary of the Army for the authorized Constitution 
Avenue Bridge. The fixed bridge will provide sufficient clearance for 
navigation to accommodate the potential growth of water traffic in 
this reach of the river. 

The authorized bridge clearance will not accommodate certain float- 
ing plant presently used by the Smoot Sand & Gravel Co. and the 
American Oil Co. These companies can modify their plant or pro- 
cure other plant which can pass under the fixed bridges. The Secre- 
tary of the Army, after careful consideration, concluded that the cost 
to the public involved in providing a movable span in the Constitution 
Avenue Bridge alone could not be justified on the basis of any benefits 
accruing to these two companies and all other benefits to other navi- 
gation interests. If there were any doubt about the economics of this 
decision with respect to this one bridge, there can be no question about 
it in the face of the additional capital and operating costs in prospect 
for the two other bridges, without any additional benefits to offset 
those additional costs. 

Another major consideration involved in this legislation is that 
of esthetics. I have here architect’s renditions of the six-lane fixed 
span bridge proposed for construction by the Board of Commissioners 
m 8. 1707. I shall leave it to your judgment whether this beautiful 
structure will not in fact be a significant addition to the attractions 
of the National Capital, and whether those American citizens who 
cross it in entering this National Capital, with a view on the right 
of the Lincoln Memorial and the Mall area extending to the Capitol 
dome, will not in fact be using the most beautiful approach to this 
fair Capital. I ask also whether it would be wise to plunge these citi- 
zens into a tunnel as they approach this monumental area and bring 
them to the surface after they have passed it. 

These are the major issues affecting the merits of the legislation 
before you. I think they show clearly that S. 1707, endorsed by the 
Board of Commissioners of the District of Columbia, is sound legis- 
lation which should be passed in its present form. 

If, however, it is not practicable to pass the requested legislation, 
alternatives must be considered. One alternative is to reject all new 
legislation and thereby direct the Commissioners to proceed with 
construction of the presently authorized structure. There is no ques- 
tion about the adequacy of this authorized facility for traffic require- 
ments. There is no question about the capacity of our American 
engineers and architects to design a beautiful structure for this loca- 
tion. While the Commissioners have accepted the view that the 
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upstream site across Roosevelt Island is preferable, there is another 
view that a bridge parallel to the Memorial Bridge would be pref- 
erable because it would define the memorial area as Constitution 
Avenue defines the Mall. This committee must weigh whether the 
best alternate solution is not to proceed with the presently authorized 
construction. j 

Senator Bratz. I note that the statement you furnished me seems 
to have some more to it. Do you not care to put that in? 

General Lane. I did not intend to introduce those into the record 
at this time. 

Senator Brete. Will it be all right if I read it? 

General Lang. I have no objection, Mr. Chairman, although I 
think that there is maybe another resolution to the question raised 
in those two pages, so I thought I had better not present it at this time. 

Senator Breie. Do we have the official report of the Commissioners 
on this legislation ? 

Mr. Gutueper. Yes, sir. 

Senator Bratz. Have we made it a part of the record ? 

Mr. GuuiepcGe. It hasnot been. I will furnish it. 

Senator Brite. This is the official report of the Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia, dated aoe 27, 1957, signed by Mr. 
McLaughlin, President of the Board of Commissioners, and it will 
be made a part of the record at this point. 

(The report is as follows :) 

FEBRUARY 27, 1957. 
The Honorable RrcHarp M. Nixon, 
President, United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

My DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: The Commissioners of the District of Columbia have 
the honor to submit herewith a draft of a bill to amend title I of the act entitled 
“An Act to authorize and direct the construction of bridges over the Potomac 
River, and for other purposes.” 

Title I of the act approved August 30, 1954 (Public Law 704, 83d Cong., 68 
Stat 961), authorizes the Commissioners of the District of Columbia “* * * to 
construct, maintain, and operate a low-level bridge over the Potomac River, from 
the vicinity of Constitution Avenue in the District of Columbia to the Virginia 
side of the Potomac River, such bridge to be constructed north of the Memorial 
Bridge and south of the southern portion of Theodore Roosevelt Island some- 
times referred to as Small Island. * * *” [Emphasis supplied.] 

Since the enactment of Public Law 704 of the 83d Congress, the Theodore 
Roosevelt Association has agreed to permit the proposed bridge to cross the Po- 
tomac River over some portion of the two islands comprising the Theodore Roose- 
velt Memorial Island. The National Park Service of the Department of the In- 
terior, the Commission of Fine Arts, and the Commissioners, all agree that the 
proposed bridge would be better located if it were possible for it to cross either 
or both of the two islands comprising the Theodore Roosevelt Memorial Island. 
The consent of the Theodore Roosevelt Association to such crossing is condi- 
tioned on the naming of such bridge the “Theodore Roosevelt Bridge.” 

The Commissioners of the District of Columbia, together with representatives 
of the Department of the Interior, have prepared amendments of the act of Au- 
gust 30, 1954, which would accomplish the following: 

1. Name any bridge constructed under the authority of the first title of Public 
Law 704 of the 88d Congress the “Theodore Roosevelt Bridge.” 

2. Allow the construction of the bridge authorized by the first title of the said 
Public Law 704 across Theodore Roosevelt Memorial Island, as well as south 
of said island. 

3. Make the general plan and profile of the bridge structure subject to the ap- 
proval of the Commission of Fine Arts. 

4. Make the general location of the bridge, approaches, interchanges, and con- 
necting roads subject to the approval of the Secretary of the Interior, as was 
suggested by the President in his message accompanying his approval of the 
act of August 30, 1954. 
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5. Require that the monumental character of the general area be maintained 
so far as possible. 

6. Keep control and jurisdiction over all park lands in the vicinity of the 
bridge in the Secretary of the Interior (except for such lands as may be required 
for the bridge structure and the surface of the approach roads and streets, which 
are made the responsibility of the District of Columbia), as was suggested by the 
President in his message accompanying his approval of the act of August 30, 1954. 

The foregoing amendments of the first title of the act of August 30, 1954, have 
been approved by the Commission of Fine Arts, representatives of the Secretary 
of the Interior, and the Commissioners of the District of Columbia. 

The Commissioners have been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there 
is no objection on the part of that office to submission of this draft of bill to the 
Congress. 

Yours very sincerely, 
Rosert FE. MCLAUGHLIN, 
President, Board of Commissioners, District of Columbia. 


General Lane. I also suggest that you accept for the record a copy 
of the bridge permit issued by the Corps of Engineers for the fixed 
span bridge which is presently authorized, because that does treat at 
some length the issues involved in granting that permit. 

Senator Brarr. We will make it a part of the record at this point. 

(The permit is as follows) : 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
INSTRUMENT 


Whereas by an act of Congress approved August 30, 1954 (Public Law 704, 83d 
Cong.) the consent of Congress was granted for the construction, maintenance, 
and operation of a low level bridge by the Commissioners, District of Columbia, 
over the Potomac River, Washington, D. C., and for other purposes; 

And whereas section 502 (b) of the General Bridge Act of 1946 provides that 
the location and plans for bridges over navigable waters of the United States 
shall be approved by the Chief of Engineers and the Secretary of the Army before 
construction is commenced ; 

And whereas the Commissioners, District of Columbia, have submitted plans 
and a map of the location of a bridge to be constructed across the Potomac River 
at Washington in the District of Columbia; Now therefore, 

This is to certify that the location and attached plans are hereby approved 
by the Chief of Engineers and by the Secretary of the Army, pursuant to the 
above-mentioned acts of Congress, subject to the following conditions: 

1. The district engineer in charge of the locality within which the bridge is to 
be built may supervise its construction in order that said plans shall be com- 
plied with. 

2. All work shall be so conducted so that the free navigation of the waterway 
shall not be unreasonably interfered with and the present navigable depths shall 
not be impaired. The channel or channels through the structure shall be prompt- 
ly cleared of all falsework, piling, or other obstructions placed therein or caused 
by the construction of the bridge, to the satisfaction of the said district engineer, 
when in his judgment the construction work has reached a point where such 
action should be taken, and in any case not later than 90 days after the bridge has 
been opened to traffic. 

3. The approval hereby granted shall cease and be null and void unless the 
actual construction of the bridge be commenced within 2 years and completed 
within 4 years from the date of this instrument. 

4. No deviation from the approved plans shall be made either before or after 
completion of the structure unless the modification of said plans has previously 
been submitted to and received the approval of the Chief of Engineers and of 
the Secretary of the Army. 

In witness whereof I have hereunto set my hand by direction of the Chief of 
Engineers this 17th day of August 1955. 

E. C. ITSCHNER, 
Brigadier General, USA Assistant Chief of Engineers for Ciwwil Works. 


In witness whereof I have hereunto set my hand by direction of the Assistant 
Secretary of the Army (CMA) this 23d day of August 1955. 
Rorert M. BURNETT, 
Colonel, GS, Executive. 
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FINDINGS OF FACTS 


Application of the Commissioners, District of Columbia for approval of plans of a 
fixed bridge to be constructed across the Potomac River at the foot of Constitu- 
tion Avenue NW, Washington, D. C. 


1. Law authorizing construction—An act of Congress approved August 
30, 1954. 

2. Proposed structure—The plans provide for a fixed channel span, located 
over the Federal project channel, with horizontal clearance of 125 feet between 
fenders and vertical clearances of 27.5 feet at mean low water and 24.6 feet at 
mean high water for a width of 80 feet. 

3. Federal project.—The Federal project for this section of Washington Harbor 
which includes the Potomac River (Virginia Channel) between Giesboro Point 
and Key Bridge provides for a channel 24 feet deep and 400 feet wide. 

4. Status of Federal project.—Because of changed conditions since adoption 
of the Federal project for Washington Harbor in 1935 the channel has been 
maintained to a depth of 20 feet for a width of 200 feet. These dimensions have 
been satisfactory for the type of vessels using the Virginia Channel. Commercial 
waterfront activities upstream from the site of the proposed bridge have re- 
mained stable since 1944 and there has been no indication that greater channel 
dimensions will be required for future activities. Should it develop that dredging 
is required upstream from the site of the proposed bridge, it is considered that 
small equipment could be utilized at moderate additional cost. 

5. Tributary area.—(a) The head of commercial navigation as well as the up- 
stream limit of the authorized channel project is at Key Bridge, Georgetown, 
D. C., 1.7 miles upstream of the bridge under consideration. Both banks of the 
Virginia Channel for a distance of 5 miles downstream of the bridge site are fed- 
erally owned and are designated as park areas or are occupied by Government 
establishments. The Federal Park area extends upstream from the bridge site 
on the Virginia shore, a distance of 2 miles, and on the District of Columbia shore, 
a distance of one-half mile where it joins the commercial waterfront of George- 
town. Only 3,500 lineal feet of property along the District of Columbia shore 
are privately owned. This area has been available for industrial improvement 
and use for many years but there have been no new developments since 1941. 
In past years terminals on the one mile of waterfront at Georgetown handled the 
bulk of waterborne commerce for the Washington area. The only waterfront 
activity in Georgetown today is the Smoot Sand & Gravel plant which processes 
and distributes material received from downstream river deposits. 

(bo) The only other commercial waterfront activity upstream of the bridge site 
is at the American Oil Co. terminal at Rosslyn, Va. immediately downstream of 
Key Bridge. The terminal consists of a floating steel barge abreast of dolphins 
and a flexible pipeline coupling which connects to two 8-inch underground pipe- 
lines which discharge into storage tanks on company property in Rosslyn, Va. 
1,800 feet distant from the floating dock. The terminal and pipelines are on 
Federal park property, the use of which was authorized by the National Park 
Service in a revocable permit dated June 8, 1943. 

(c) Rail connections serve the freight requirements of the Georgetown area 
from the main line of the B. & O. Railroad, and the Rosslyn area from the 
Pennsylvania Railroad. While water-to-rail transfer facilities are available at 
Georgetown there is no record of such transfers having been made at either 
location. 

6. Nature and extent of present navigation.— 

(a) Commerce.—For the 10-year period from 1945 through 1954, commerce 
passing the bridge site has averaged 969,178 tons annually. The minimum, 
722,681 tons was reported in 1945, the maximum, 1,123,454 was in 1948. Prelimi- 
nary estimates indicate that commerce in. 1954 was 1,049,225 tons of which 
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815,923 or 78 percent was sand and gravel, and 233,302 tons or 22 percent was 
petroleum products as follows: 
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(b) Vessel trafie—The Smoot Sand & Gravel Corp. operates six tug boats 
and a large number of barges, between Georgetown and sand-and-gravel deposits 
located in the river in the vicinity of Alexandria. Stacks and masts on tugs 
have been hinged or designed to pass under a height of 17 feet. During the 
ealendar year 1954, tugs and barges made 977 trips to the Georgetown plant. 
Six trips were made by lighters. 

The American Oil Co., terminal in Rosslyn receives shipments of petroleum 
products, which. up to March 25, 1955 were delivered from Norfolk, Va. in self- 
propelled tankers under contract with the Spentonbush Fuel Transport Service. 
Subsequent to March 1955 deliveries have been made from Norfolk by low house 
tugs and barges, with loaded drafts of 12 feet and maximum heights of 15 feet 
above the waterline. Mast heights of tankers used range from 40 to 63 feet, 
and pilothouses and stacks on the same vessels range from 25 to 40 feet. 

One channel buoy has been established by the Coast Guard upstream of the 
proposed bridge site which requires a tender type vessel with height of 42 feet 
for maintenance. The Coast Guard has indicated that this buoy can be replaced 
with a type that can be serviced with a vessel capable of passing under the 
proposed bridge. 

The District of Columbia fireboat is required for waterfront alarms in the 
Georgetown area as well as in other parts of Washington Harbor and for rescue 
and salvage of stranded persons and vessels adrift. The fireboat is in need of 
extensive repairs and consideration is being given to a replacement which would 
pass under the proposed bridge. 

Approximately 2,500 recreational craft of all types are registered with the 
Harbormaster. Boating water for the larger recreational caft is limited to a 
point about 2 miles upstream of the bridge site, above which narrowing channels, 
swift currents and submerged rocks, make boating hazardous. Of the 2,500 
recreational craft, approximately 1 percent of the inboard boats have a height 
greater than 25 feet. Sailboats use waters downstream from the bridge. Race 
courses for the President’s Cup Regatta, collegiate shell races and other aquatic 
events are located in an area approximately 2 miles below the proposed site of 
the bridge. The bridge would therefore not offer an unreasonable obstruction to 
recreational craft. 

7. Views of interested parties —The Smoot Sand & Gravel Corp. has testified 
that a river stage of 20 feet at Harpers Ferry, W. Va. results in a downriver 
stage which tops the bulkhead of the firm’s plant at Georgetown, at which time 
deliveries of sand and gravel are suspended. The equivalent stage at the site 
of the proposed bridge is approximately 7 feet above mean low water. The 
maximum height of tugs owned by the Smoot Co. is 17 feet. Assuming a safety 
factor of 2 feet between the high point of vessel and underclearance of the bridge 
for safe passage, a fixed bridge with a minimum vertical clearance of 26 feet 
above mean low water in the channel span would not interfere with tugs and 
barges now delivering sand and gravel to the Georgetown plant of the Smoot 
Sand & Gravel Corp. Two lighters which this firm brings to the Georgetown 
plant on occasions for slip dredging and dock repairs require a clear height of 43 
and 54 feet, respectively. Use made of this equipment is similar to construction 
activities performed at other locations by land-based equipment mounted on barges 
or platforms or operated from river banks not accessible to heavy lighters. 
Approval of a fixed bridge with an underclearance of less than 43 feet above 
mean high water, while resulting in some inconvenience in this respect, would 
not preclude the performance of such maintenance by land-based equipment avail- 
able in the area. 
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The American Oil Co., whose storage facilities for gasoline and heating oils 
located at Rosslyn, Va. serve the metropolitan area of Washington, has stated 
that the proposed bridge would preclude the use of self-propelled tankers for 
delivery of fuel to these facilities. The mast heights of these tankers have 
reported heights of 40 to 63 feet above the waterline. Pilot houses and stacks 
on the same vessels range from 25 to 40 feet. Operating officials have indicated 
that the vessels have been constructed for coastwise traffic and that the high 
points are parts of permanent structures which cannot be cut down or removed. 
In addition to the use of self-propelled tankers, the American Oil Co. uses 
tugs and barges for delivery of fuel to their facilities at Rosslyn, Va. Company 
officials have stated that deliveries must be made by self-propelled tankers under 
adverse weather conditions, assumed to be 20 to 25 pereent of the time. Condi- 
tion under which tugs and barges cannot be used have been described by American 
Oil Co. representatives as including high winds which, in the open waters of 
Chesapeake Bay and the lower Potomac, are hazardous to the operation of low 
freeboard barges and tugs; fog requiring radar equipment not practical for 
use on small tugs; and ice conditions. Low tugs and barges which can be used 
for about 75 to 80 percent of the time have a maximum fixed height of 15 feet 
above the waterline. The river stage above which tugs and barges could not 
operate, is estimated to be 7 feet above mean low water. Assuming a safety 
factor of 2 feet between the high point of vessel and underclearance of the bridge 
for safe passage, a fixed bridge with a minimum vertical clearance of 24 feet 
above mean low water in the channel span would not interfere with tug and 
barge operations. 

8. Analysis of costs.—District of Columbia officials have indicated that a draw- 
span of double leaf bascule type could be provided in the proposed bridge with 
a stone face at an additional cost of $1,900,000 or $73,000 annually amortized over 
70 years at 3144 percent. The cost is $400,000 less for a steel structure with the 
same type drawspan. This difference in cost is not considered a justifiable charge 
to the needs of navigation. Therefore, the total increased annual cost of provid- 
ing for the needs of navigation is as follows: 

Annual cost 


Added cost of movable span ($1,500,000 amortized over 70 years at 
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The American Oil Co. has indicated that should a fixed bridge be approved with 
insufficient clearances for passage of the tankers, their additional annual trans- 


poration cost would be as follows: 
Annual coat 


Use of tugs and barges in lieu of tankers (80 percent of the time)_____ $40, 000 

Supplemental trucking (20 percent of the time from Curtis Bay, Balti- 
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Capital investment ($50,000 for necessary automotive equipment) ____ 5, 000 
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Therefore, the total annual cost of a movable span is approximately equal to the 
annual cost to navigation interests should a low-level fixed bridge be constructed. 

9. Conclusions.—Based on the following findings, it is concluded that a fixed 
bridge with a vertical clearance of 27.5 feet above mean low water will not inter- 
fere unreasonably with present or prospective navigation on the waterway : 

(a) Commercial waterfront activities upstream from the proposed site of the 
bridge have remained static since 1944. 

(b) Extensive areas along the waterway upstream and downstream from the 
proposed site of the bridge are federally owned and are designated park areas or 
occupied by Government establishments. 

(c) Development of the waterway upstream from the proposed site of the 
bridge does not appear to be likely. 

(d@) Maintenance of the Smoot Sand & Gravel Corp. facilities can be performed 
by land-based equipment. 
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(e) The unloading facilities of the American Oil Co. are located on federally 
owned park areas under the provisions of a revocable permit issued by the Na- 
tional Park Service. 

(f) The additional annual cost to the American Oil Co. in performing alter- 
native operations resulting from a fixed bridge is not considered unreasonable 
in the light of the public interests involved. 

Senator Brau. General, did the Corps of Engineers make any 
report on the tunnel ? 

General Lane. No, Senator; it has been referred to them. I don’t 
know of any report prepared by them on the tunnel. Their only in- 
terest, I believe, would be to see that the navigation requirements of 
the channel are protected by any construction. 

Senator Breaux. Of course, the tunnel would not interfere with the 
navigation ? 

General Lane. That is correct. 

Senator Beatu. In any report they would make, from their view- 
point, the tunnel would not interfere with navigation ? 

General Lang. That is right. 

Senator Brste. Are there any further questions, Senator Beall? 

Senator Beaty. Have you made a new estimate? Did you estimate 
the cost of the bridge and the tunnel ? 

General Lane. The estimated cost of the tunnel, Senator, was pre- 
pared by a committee of the National Capital Planning Commission 
in preparing that April 7 report, and at that time they gave $52 mil- 
lion for a 6-lane tunnel. That allowed some $17 million for ap- 
proach roads, just as in the 6-lane bridge. So that would leave a 
cost of approximately $35 million for the tunnel itself. Now, at that 
time, detailed estimates were not made on a four-lane tunnel. We 
had no comparable 4-lane bridge, and no decision had been made on 
the size of the approach structures which would be required to handle 
the 4-lane facilities. As far as I know, the only estimates in that field 
have been made by the Park Service. 

Senator Beaty. Have you any figures anywhere on the rapidity of 
moving traffic through a tunnel as compared to a bridge or over a 
bridge? 

General Lane. I have nothing to present to you at this time, Sena- 
tor, but I can give you a few remarks which may be helpful in evalu- 
ating what you have received. Comparisons have been made indi- 
cating that the tunnel capacity is greater than that of the bridge, and 
reference has been made to statistics of actual travel in various tunnels 
and bridges. 

Now, the daily, the average daily passage on a tunnel or bridge 
depends not primarily on the capacity of the lane, but on the charac- 
teristics of the traffic using it. Here we have largely commuter 
traffic, so that we have a high peak load in the morning and a rela- 
tively low load on the bridges throughout the remainder of the day. 
If you are talking about capacity, the real basis of comparison should 
be what they pass in the peak hour per lane of travel. In other words, 
how many vehicles per hour in the peak hour are passed by in any 
facility, and there may be differences of opinion. I think that prob- 
ably the bridge should be superior, but this again may be modified 
because in tunnels, as you know, if you cross the Hudson River 
tunnels, they have men stationed along there to expedite traffic, to 
hurry you along, and I suppose they may pass at higher speeds than 
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they average on the bridge where you have no such station-to-station 
direction of the traffic. 

Senator Brauxi. Those tunnels are all toll tunnels and, naturally 
they are slower because motorists have to stop at one end or the other 
to pay tolls. 

General Lane. I think, generally, a lane with the same grades on 
it and adequate approaches in connection with getting the traffic out 
of the way at either end will have about the same capacity either way. 

You notice in our committee report we said the 6-lane tunnel would 
have 10 percent less capacity than the 6-lane bridge. That was allow- 
ing for increased grades of 5 percent in the tunnel as against 3 percent 
on the bridge, but, roughly, we accepted them as equal. 

Senator Brste. Senator Beall, do you have any further questions? 

Senator Beaty. No. 

Senator Brste. Congressman Smith, if you care to ask any questions, 
or Congressman Broyhill. 

Thank you very much, General Lane. 

I think we will now call upon Mr. Singstad in order to be sure we 
get his testimony and allow him full time to appear before the 
committee. 

We appreciate your being here, Mr. Singstad, and we realize you 
have canceled other appointments to be here today. 


STATEMENT OF OLE SINGSTAD, REPRESENTING THE DEPARTMENT 
OF INTERIOR, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, AND NATIONAL 
CAPITAL PARKS 


Mr. Srvestap. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am very happy to 
be here with you. My name is Ole Singstad. I am senior member 
of the consulting engineering firm of Singstad & Baillie in New York 
City. 

You have heard how I was invited to come here to Washington some 
21% years ago. I have taken an interest in your problem here, and I 
must say that I have enjoyed my connection with it, particularly be- 
cause I think I was able to develop a plan which is rational and 
economical. 

When I came down here there was a figure thrown out as to cost of 
a tunnel of $91 million. 

Senator Brste. That was when you came down here 214 years ago. 

Mr. Stnestap. In November 1954. 

Senator Brsie. Two and a half years ago. 

Mr. Srnesrap. Well, I have seen no plan on which this figure was 
based, but it can’t have been much of a plan, and I must say this: 
I am convinced in my own mind that that fantastic cost figure, based 
upon ill-conceived or inadequate plans, has misled a good many of 
you gentlemen and others who are in policymaking positions down 
here, and that it has bedeviled this entire picture, and I see and read 
in the papers and I am told that people here are getting impatient 
because traffic is increasing, you are getting no bridge, you are getting 
no tunnel. 

Well, I think myself that if it hadn’t been for this fantastic figure 
that was thrown out in 1954, by whom I don’t know, you would prob- 
ably have been nearing completion on the building of a tunnel now, 
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but this fantastic figure misleading the policymaking people here just 
threw the whole thing awry, so you are in a difficult situation. I can 
see that. It is hard to unwind a thing if it starts wrong. 

Now, this plan, I must say, when I was approached by these gentle- 
ment in 1954, I said, “I realize that you have quite a problem here, 
because the terrain on the Virginia side rises rapidly, and if you go on 
a straight line you keep on getting further and further below the sur- 
face because of the grade of the terrain being steeper than is per- 
missible grade for the tunnel. So that won’t get you anywhere. You 
have to fit your plan into the terrain.” 

I was on railroad construction in my younger days, and as an 
engineer in your State, Congressman Broyhill, on the building of the 
Virginian Railroad. You have difficult terrain up in the western part 
of your State and in West Virginia, and we have to fit the railroad into 
the terrain. Well, you have to do that when you plan a tunnel, too. 

Now, with regard to the cost, I have estimated the cost of this tunnel 
to be $22,527,000 from the surface of the ground in the city of Washing- 
ton to the surface of the ground on Columbia Island, on the other side. 

Senator Brsiz. Does that embrace the facilities shown on the map 
to my right, Mr. Singstad ? 

Mr. Srnestrap. Then Mr. Thompson’s Department, the Parks 
Department, has taken the highways from the point where we reach 
the surface and connecting them as you see them on there and together 
we have a figure of $25,500,000. That includes everything that is 
shown there on the plan. 

I am going to leave with your reporter the detailed estimate when I 
get through talking about it. 

Senator Breie. Just for the purpose of the record, so I am absolutely 
clear, that is a four-lane tunnel ? 

Mr. Srnesrap. That is a four-lane tunnel. I will explain to you, 
Mr. Chairman, why I think it should be a four-lane tunnel. 

(The estimates are as follows :) 

Mason & HANnGER-Siztas Mason Co., INC. 
New York, March 5, 1957. 
Mr. OLE SINGSTAD, 
New York, N.Y. 

Deak Mr. Srnestap: I enclose, herewith, a copy of a preliminary estimate that 
Howard King and I made on the river section of your proposed Constitution 
Avenue Tunnel in Washington, D. C. The sheet enclosed shows only the 
construction in open cofferdam, since this is far cheaper than any other method. 

You will note this estimate is dated February 3, 1955, and the figures used 


represented our best judgment of the probable contract prices at that date. 
Yours truly, 


FRANCIS DONALDSON, Vice President. 
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POTOMAC-CONSTITUTION AVENUE TUNNEL 
Preliminary estimate of costs by open cofferdam method 


4-lane cofferdam, portal to portal, drawing 42,870 feet. 
Earth excavation, 227,800 cubic yards, at $5....--_-_-_---__-_-_--_- $1, 140, 000 
Rock excavation, 77,800 cubic yards, at $10_._._-.-_---__-__-___-_-_-__ 780, 000 
Cofferdam, including fill and removal: 

4,700 tons piling bought, 9,350 tons piling driven and pulled___. 1, 120, 000 
Concrete, 28 cubic yards per footx2,860 feet, including electric 


INNIS, Mas OO | SII an cel ert Bice steph ice puns onesies oosoremen mame mneneeaneeca 4, 000, 000 
Steel, 5.7 tons per foot, 16,300 tons, at $200______-____-____..-._._. 3, 260, 000 
ara TIE. CRORRI i ee ee ee ence 200, 000 

I oa ai Le sins snack nocncscenin AANA ectescr sical cca amide 10, 500, 000 
FI CO iis icteric epi Mai aici aera call se EE aaa 3, 670 


Norte.—Singstad & Baillie, February 1955, estimate of this work is $11,825,000 
as shown in detail on attached sheets. 


SinestaD & BAILLIE 
Consulting Engineers 


Subject: Potomac-Constitution Avenue Tunnel—Two 2-lane roadways, steel 
bent scheme. Ole Singstad, copyrigt plan, February 1, 1955. 


Summary of estimated cost 


NN isc a cea caececmcagecbi geome atesole saecateigseigs elk onal aaa themes $20,000 
SOE COU CIRE UO NE eee ee eaeiohonannaeen 11, 825, 000 
aac ipa calc ly Un henna a des reine erratic siceniteanaaas 40, 000 
Comm samen Socludibe granite Gute. a oe ccs 8, 550, 000 
PIs: SEMIN (i RENE D2. 6. ct uccssin in cngtip tanh canidnass do adindaeea eerste ihadadasmalaanegeaeal 450, 000 
WOrees: Dees 4 G-CtUe BPR DIRC i irre tieicrenieeen 80, 000 
NE Te cd neert itn cc dceeesepnnaieecpetacoad ches ideal haces spon ieneileom iat 101, 000 
a i iN ctr ink nigpticaasbS alle ancient saccadic bane 109, 000 
4 underground ventilation chambers________._-._-.__--___-_------- 1, 760, 000 
Service building and emergency garage____________________--_____ 125, 000 
TURD, TOROUMy: OME CHM MATISOI ORR ise nn en etn 304, 000 
Electrical installation, including lighting_..._.__.___._._._.____________ 750, 000 
RAD NE agendas esetshesecsiiGtlgekconn enlieg ae ectiptinenh oecnia enantio 60, 000 
CUP ALTA SOADURGE: (URDIEIG ) ale eth retest renee dailc 100, 000 
Architectural treatment (including landscaping) ~-.._..___._._________ 750, 000 
Oi aiced wines dtd amamanaae ee eae Lee 20, 024, 000 
Engineering and contingencies, 1244 percent (see letter of O. S. to 
Bes! MOREOCT, TUUMNIE Z LII Dae sarcchice i ssensacailarscenietitpseiln ace eeilin ancl aR 2, 503, 000 


Cost of tunnel from surface at elevation +22 in the District 
to and ineluding Arlington Boulevard-Bridge, Virginia, re- 
CO iii cncariacutitic tetanic amines th bende cadena qantas 22, 527, 000 
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Estimate of cost—portal to portal (steel bent) =2,870 feet 



































Item Description Unit Unit | Quantity | Amount 
No price 
1 } Earth excavation. ...............-- es ae siete’ yard....| $2.00 228, 000 $456, 000 
Be I ods be ac nuk ct ccmennnadecubehnde are 9.00 77, 700 699, 300 
3 | Sheet pile and cofferdam steel_-_-_-........---- Ton” ..-| 180.00 9, 350 1, 683, 000 
ee Oc etd, hd 5. Le Cubic yard_- 40. 00 80, 050 3, 202, 000 
| TU IN aia a sia ob ict ois g se hed wd awed ae Swany . 280. 00 16, 550 4, 634, 000 
i Joe ccecunsunscowewae andl ican ce ey 335, 000 | 40, 200 
PY WRN on. 0-22: cs .cczcenccs-ca2cnscchéesee ée:..-...- | 745} 280/000 42; 000 
8 | Waterproofing, 1-ply.......- cial pie iahd ieee i a Square yard...| 1.50 63, 000 94, 500 
fir Ln ace nbuckienesaudenst Cubie yard_._.| 100.00 4, 600 460, 000 
10 | Ceiling tile______- ae + 1.75 153, 000 267, 750 
11 | Steel curb, including anchorage. ...--| Linear foot 6.00 11, 500 | 69, 000 
12 | Cast-iron castings a baal odin k alin k cade ciniditenkes Pound _.--.-. . 40 28, 700 11, 480 
18 | 6-way vitrified clay ducts_- ..--| Duct foot... : 80 34, 440 27, 552 
14 | Electrical conduit and boxes___- Lump.--- =| een : 45, 000 
15 a eae tunnel service pipe (cement Linear foot _- ~ 9.00 | 5, 740 51, 660 
im | 
16 | Copper, brass, and bronze__................--- — eociee 2 = | 11, 500 23, 000 
17 | Miscellaneous steel and iron.._..............---]----- 45, 000 18, 000 
IE heteinecttiipncine-tunven ite iniiiimee tnd i dcbininieuninniity | 11, 824)442 
GF secon cdcecda cocaine nnbeteaeebo to bAdattoes apres Lichoenes | 11,825, 000 
| | 
Estimate of cost—open ramps wih retaining walls 
Item Description Unit Unit Quantity Amount 
No. price 
OR iciceicadicencakuns Tate den kouiianinhlies ig yard_. $2. 00 102, 500 $205, 000 
SEE ELEN, i RR 180. 00 1, 250 225, 000 
ee ae apa aoe Cubic yard__ 40. 00 33, 000 1, 320, 000 
¢:) Metnforoing bere: co. < o5 2. ccc cee sce ccc scene Pound. .--_---. .12 | 2,640,000 316, 800 
NN EEE TE: Square yard_- 4. 50 16, 000 72, 000 
6 | Waterproofing, 1-ply.......-.....-- RETA, Sees ME: des need 1. 50 16, 500 24, 750 
Deen ee ee nn nnn es Cubic yard_...| 100. 00 1, 300 130, 000 
8 | Premolded cork joint filler_..... pienouaniakatowun Square foot_. 1.00 32, 000 32, 000 
TI ee aswaamenmed Pound........ 2. 00 55, 000 | 110, 000 
ST ea _...| Linear foot | 5.00 5, 500 27, 500 
Ee Cae es GND SF Saeco oos oo ot tee cette Pound...... - 40 15, 000 6, 000 
12 | Cast steel castings __ ite piliaeaaitieat ta hae Res ceane ae) - 45 3, 500 1, 575 
13 | Miscellaneous steel and iron__-_-_-.--_---------|--_- Mite t ds nate .40 20, 000 8, 000 
14 | Water pipes, drains, etc... _...............--... PT wir S oan Wace onaniwesdion soe 5, 000 
15 | Electrical conduits and boxes _....-..--.------.|----- do.. } eau i] 35, 000 
I oc ennitiilinteteitibinlndinell babes do. bic Wicked ~ dell set steweweud 10, 000 
BD 2 ceridns POGOMMITUEIOR ... .. . . .. <n sewennenmnetelp eis TR lasecb hes I ac a ae 500, 000 
eben aics ct icincunwatne cts teiiiadndnckennakin aos nian | eee mee 
Seam face granite and coping (see Dp. ee a niaie iach tid ahha a 518, 000 
Et o. tecteeetess tees cet atean eC Bhks eon. petad tits sets | 3, 546, 625 
PG os inrebecctdve cismaunnsignmccaphaaate wok se Binh cynthia tas eebttok bint | 3,550, 000 
som 
Tunnel finish, 2 2870 feet X $75.50= $433,370, say $450,000. 
‘ 2870 
Tunnel paving, 221.0 feet x a X $7.50 = $100,450, say $101,000. 
Ramp paving, 14,500 square yards X $7.50=$108,750, say $109,000. 
Six cut granite (portal finish) 240 cubic yards=6,480 cubic feet at, $12= $77,760. 


say $80,000. 
Seam face granite and stone coping: 
Stone coping—5500 linear feet at $12.00= $66,000 
452,000 





Seam face granite—56,500 square feet at $8= —— 
518, 000 
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PoToMAC-CONSTITUTION AVE. TUNNEL 


Estimate of annual cost of operation and maintenance, 4-lane tunnel 


1. Power: 
Cost of electric current for ventilation.__._.....__........._ $6, 320 
Cost of electric current for lighting.__..____-_.-..----__-_._ 10, 630 
(Based on Local Power Co.—Schedule “HV” ) 

I is stenescpacci ied cas angncebpeanparh tie ania iets sigan ee 16, 950 

2. Personnel : 
2 electromechanical workers at $5,590 per year____.___.__-___-___ 11,180 
5 tunnel maintenance and cleaners at $3,200 per year______-_____ 16, 000 

Guards: 

2 aeemeant at $4,000 net Fear. a ee a ee 4, 000 
14 guards and emergency truck operators at $3,600 per year__.. 50, 400 
5 guards at control board at $3,600 per year________-___________ 18, 000 
NE ac bit Livcparrctereitapbpeetie aia oh opiate anne 116, 530 
eens 
3. Maintenance: Consumable materials, supplies and services___.______ 8, 470 
PORE in 8 ase cit Sa ctrpenced peice te wat idiaeh Smee 8,470 
rem! totale on eV EEE SIS) Se eee 125, 000 


OLE SINGSTAD. 
PoOTOMAC-CONSTITUTION AVENUE TUNNEL 


The claim made by opponents of the tunnel for this river crossing that the 
capacity per lane in a tunnel is much lower than the capacity per lane on a bridge 
is contrary to the facts as demonstrated by traffic statistics on major tunnels and 
bridges in this country. To cite a few examples, using the 1955 or 1956 traffic 
counts, the following are the actual figures : 


Average 








| Number | Total number Number of number of 
Facility | of traffic | of vehicles vehicles per vehicles per 
| lanes | per year year per lane day per 
| lane 
eA ae pen) te Deg oe) et ean ioe or Te ea) SS 6 ee 
George Washington Bridge, New York-New 
Jersey (1956) S 35, 523, 585 4, 440, 448 | 12, 166 
Triborough Bridge, New York City (1955) _.- | s 43, 736, 123 5, 467, 015 | 14, 978 
Whitestone Bridge, New York City (1955) _. 6 27, 923, 604 4, 663, 934 | 12, 778 
Lincoln Tunnel, New York-New Jersey (1956) - 4 1 21, 618, 846 5, 404, 711 14, 807 
Holland Tunnel, New York-New Jersey (1956) 4 20, 847, 672 5, 211, 918 14, 279 
Sumner Tunnel, Boston (1955) - . 2 12, 094, 107 6, 047, 053 16, 567 
Geo. A. Posey Tunnel, Oakland-Alameda, 
Calif. (1953) _---- ie be jibes 2 10, 958, 830 5, 479, 415 15, 012 
i 





1 This is an average of 59,230 vehicles per day for the 365 days of the year, as contrasted with the bridge 
advocates’ claim that a 4-lane tunnel has a maximum capacity of 45,000 vehicles per day. 


It should be noted that the number of vehicles per lane per day listed above 
is an average over the entire 365 days of the year. rather than a maximum on any 
one single day. The maximum observed vehicles per hour in two lanes of one 
tube as follows: 


COS, TE Sg is ke tee Kees cheered sarees a ane 2, 970 
SP: Rn kD Ee ae Ke abet ctbtaa lin Ei Aatet hie peaiee 2, 600 
Deine. "Emme 4g 5k. A SL A eed SU eee eee 2, 496 
OE ats iat 6, derek ech ae cei een a eae 2, 476 


Senator Brete. I didn’t mean to interrupt you, except to make clear 
it was a 4-Jane tunnel, and I think possibly you were ready to justify 
your figure of $25,500,000. 





52 CROSSING OF THE POTOMAC RIVER 


Mr. Srnestap. Yes, do you wish me to proceed with the estimate? 

Senator Brats. I think probably you should; yes, sir. 

Mr. Stnestap. I have been designing and supervising the construc- 
tion of tunnels since 1909. 

Senator Bratz. You are very well qualified, Mr. Singstad. 

Mr. Srnestap. But there is always a difference of opinion. There 
might be a difference of opinion as to the cost of building a tunnel 
under the river, and in order to have a check on my own estimate at 
the time I present it to the people that had invited me to come down 
here, I asked the outstanding tunnel construction contractor, and I 
think there is none better than Mason & Hanger, Silas Mason Co., 
and their engineers gave me a figure which they arrived at inde- 
pendently of the figures made in my office. 

On the under-the-river portion of the tunnel, my estimate was $11,- 
824,000. The Mason & Hanger, Silas Mason Co. estimate for the same 
part of the work was $10,500,000, which indicated that I had a cushion, 
and I wanted to have a cushion. 

Senator Biste. What is the length of that tunnel from the place 
that you enter the tunnel to the place that you leave? 

Mr. Stnestap. You mean from portal to portal ? 

Senator Brete. Yes. 

Mr. Srnestap. As I recall, it was about 2,800 feet. I have the map 
here. I don’t have my scale, but it is about 2,800 feet. 

Mr. Wirrn. May I say the length of the tunnel, for comparison 
purposes, is almost the exact length of the streetcar tunnel under the 
Dupont Circle. 

Senator Brste. Thank you, Mr. Singstad. 

Mr. Srnestap. So that the estimate is not just taken out of the air 
or a wild guess. It is a very carefully prepared estimate and on the 
part where there could be a difference of opinion it was checked by 
very, very competent tunnel contractors, and that indicates that I 
had a cushion of $1,300,000. 

Now, Senator Beall’s home State of Maryland. 

Senator Beaty. Would you please repeat that? 

Mr. Stnestap. That is your State, isn’t it, Senator Beall ? 

Senator Brau. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Stnastap. The Maryland State Roads Commission is build- 
ing a 4-lane vehicular tunnel under the Baltimore Harbor. The con- 
tracts have all been let except a little field labor work. So that the cost 
of that is no guess now. It is pretty well established. The Baltimore 
Harbor is planned to be 50 feet deep in the future. That means the 
War Department permit that is obtained for the tunnel in Baltimore 
calls for the tunnel to be down below the bottom of the harbor 50 feet 
deep, plus whatever cushion the engineers determine they need. The 
top of that tunnel is 60 feet below the surface. Here in the Potomac 
River at Constitution Avenue we have a channel 24 feet deep—not 
50—24 feet deep, and when you take the length of the Baltimore 
Harbor tunnel, 4 lanes, and a 50-foot-deep waterway, and divide the 
cost which has been contracted now by the length from surface to sur- 
face, we get a figure which is lower than the cost per lineal foot that 
I used in my estimate for the Potomac River tunnel and then people 
come and say, “Well, we don’t think that estimate is adequate.” I 
think that is a lot of nonsense and justified nonsense. 
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Senator Bisitre. What is the cost of the Baltimore tunnel, 4-lane 
tunnel ¢ 

Mr. Sinestap. Well, the tunnel exclusive of real estate—there is no 
real estate here. 

Senator Biste. Just the tunnel part, to make comparison. 

Mr. Srnestap. It is going to be less than $50 million from surface 
to surface, and the Senator can confirm that, because he is one of the 
people who are going to pay for it because he will use it a lot. 

Senator Bratt. Mr. C hairman, I would like to say to Mr. Singstad 
that back in 1938, when I was a member of the Maryland Highway 
Commission, we negotiated with you then, as he probably remembers. 

Mr. Stnestrap. Yes, sir. 

Senator Bratt. And you prepared estimates then at that time for 
us ¢ 

Mr. Stnesrap. That is right, Senator Beall. 

Senator Beaty. I want to say, Mr. Chairman, that it is the general 
opinion in Maryland, not only my own opinion, that Mr. Singstad and 
his firm’s estimates have always been accurate, and when he says some- 
thing—and I can testify from almost 20 years of experiece—he backs 
up his figures with the facts. I would like the record to show that. 

Mr. Stnesrap. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Brete. It appears to the Chairman he is a very creditable 
witness. 

You may proceed, Mr. Singstad. 

Mr. Stnasrap. I should add here, too, that at the time I came down 
here the Parks people didn’t realize what their wealth of information 
on the bottom of the river was, but I kept on prodding myself, “I 
won't make an estimate until I get some facts about the bottom of the 
river.” So I said, “Why don’t you take one core boring for me at the 
southern tip of Theodore Roosevelt Island?” and they did. one ae 
a beautiful core. They put it in their car and drove it up to my 0 
in New York. At the same time they took out a series of borings which 
were taken out 25 years ago, test borings to explore the ground, and we 
have very ‘efinite ‘know ledge of what the ground conditions are there. 
So it is entirely practicable for experienced tunnel people to make an 
estimate, of course. So that was very fortunate. 

Now, I have been present at the hearings before the House commit- 
tee cor responding to yours, and I have he: ard the bridge advocates say, 
“Well, the tunnnel will be opposed because of the high cost. Naturally 
they start out with $91 million, and there has been a hard job getting 
them unwound and stepped down from $91 million, which I presume 
was for a 6-lane tunnel, to $25 million for a 4-lane tunnel, but they 
have come down and said, “Well, there are objectionable grades and 
curves’ —and then they said there is danger of flooding here because 
we need the very expensive flood gates, and we have to shut down this 
tunnel, and then the lane capacity in a tunnel is much below that of a 
bridge. Those were the four principal objections. 

Now, I have told you about the cost. I think we have an authority 
for the costs we have given and that $91 million figure should be dis- 
regarded. 
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(The statement follows :) 


PoToMAC-CONSTITUTION AVENUE TUNNEL 
(By Ole Singstad, Consulting Engineer ) 


1. In November 1954, I was requested by the National Capital Parks, and by 
the Chairman of the Civic Affairs Commitee of the District of Columbia Chapter 
of the National Society of Professional Engineers, to make a study of the feasi- 
bility of building a vehicular tunnel under the Potomac River from Constitution 
Avenue, which would make appropriate connections with the street and highway 
system in Washington and with the East-West and North-South highways on the 
Virginia side of the river. It was pointed out to me that there was much opposi- 
tion to the building of a bridge at this location because of the damage which 
such a bridge would do to the scenic beauty of the Mall and the memorials on 
the District side of the river and to the memorials and monuments on the Virginia 
side, and to the unspoiled natural beauty of Theodore Roosevelt Island in the 
Immediate vicinity. 

2. I was informed that some kind of a preliminary tunnel plan had been pre- 
pared by someone and the plan and estimate of cost endorsed by someone else, 
but no plan was, or has been been, made available to me. It was reported, 
however, that the plan had the southerly portal a great distance south of the 
Potomac River, up the hillside in Virginia, without the possibility of making 
suitable connections to the highways near the river on that side. The estimated 
cost was reported to be about $90 million. It soon became apparent to me that 
this was an ill-conceived plan and that it and the excessively high cost figure 
that went with it had misled many people in policy-making positions, and had 
seriously confused the issue as to whether this crossing should be by bridge or 
tunnel, to the detriment of a tunnel crossing. 

3. After about 2 months’ study, I developed a plan which, in my opinion, met 
the requirements as laid down by the National Capital Parks and which ap- 
peared to be entirely practicable, and the cost reasonable. This plan was sub- 
mitted to the National Capital Parks, who liked the plan and who in turn called 
together a select group of persons interested in the problem to a conference on 
January 15, 1955, at which conference I presented and explained my tunnel 
plan: I was unable at that time to give an estimate of cost, as there was not 
available sufficient information on the character of the riverbed through which the 
tunnel would have to be built, so that a dependable estimate could be made. 
It is a fact that the nature of the ground has a very important bearing on the 
cost of a tunnel. 

4. The National Capital Parks, at my request, took a core boring at the south- 
erly tip of Theodore Roosevelt Island. This boring established the location of 
the surface of the rock at that point and also the character of the rock as being 
of excellent quality. That national Capital Parks also found in the old files a 
series of complete boring logs made some 75 years ago in that very location in 
connection with bridge studies which had been made at that time. These old 
borings established the location of the rock surface all the way across the river 
and agreed with the core boring just taken. The method of construction which 
I proposed for building the tunnel was discussed with the United States district 
engineer of the Department of the Army in charge of the Washington district. 
His office indicated general approval of the proposed method of construction. 
I was then in a position to make a reliable estimate of the cost of the tunnel. 

5. On February 4, 1955, I appeared before another select group called together 
by the National Capital Parks and presented my estimate of cost of a four-lane 
tunnel, which I recommended for adoption. The National Capital Parks had 
also requested that I prepare a preliminary plan and estimate of cost of a six- 
lane tunnel, which was also presented at that meeting. 

6. At a hearing before the congressional Subcommittee on Potomac River 
Crossings held on May 1, 1956, at which I was present, the bridge advocates, 
represented principally by the District of Columbia Highway Department and 
their engineers, raised the following objections to the tunnel plan: 

(a) High cost. 

(b) Objectionable grades and curves. 

(ce) Danger of flooding the tunnel, requiring a high and costly wall and flood- 
gates. 

The bridge advocates also claimed that a 4-lane tunnel has a maximum capacity 
of only 45,000 vehicles per day, and that the capacity per lane in tunnel is only 
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one-half of that of a lane on a bridge. They also stated that a tunnel is more 
vulnerable to sabotage than a bridge. 

The bridge advocates were talking about a 6-lane rather than a 4-lane tunnel, 
and quoted cost estimates ranging from $30 million (between portals) to more 
than $47 million in the location and generally in accordance with my plan. 

7. My estimate of cost of construction of a 4lane tunnel from the surface 
of the ground, with suitable provision for connections to existing and proposed 
highways on both sides of the river, including the cost of reconstruction of the: 
Arlington Boulevard Bridge over Boundary Channel on the Virginia side, is 
$22,527,000, to which the National Capital Parks have added a figure represent- 
ing certain changes in the surface roads immediately adjacent to the tunnel, 
making the total cost of constructing the tunnel project, including surface roads, 
$25,500,000. My estimated annual cost of operation of the 4-lane tunnel is $125,- 
000.. (1 organized the operating staff and operated the Holland Tunnel. for 
2% years; organized the operating staff and operated the Queens-Midtown Tun- 
nel for a short period and have, recommended operating and maintenance or- 
ganizations for several other tunnels. ) 

8. Regarding the grades, there are today in operation a total number of 14 
major subaqueous vehicular tunnels, designed and built for the handling of au- 
tomotive traffic. Eleven of these are in the United States, and three in Europe. 
live of the eleven tunnels in the United States have grades as steep or steeper 
than the grades which I have proposed for the Potomac River Tunnel at Con- 
stitution Avenue ; namely, 5 percent. 

The Washburn Tunnel, a single tube under the Houston Ship Channel at Pasa- 
dena, Tex., has 6-percent grades for a total distance of 3,386 feet. The Bank- 
head Tunnel, a single tube, at Mobile, Ala., has 5.94-percent and 6-percent grades 
for a distance of 1,559 feet. The Baytown Tunnel, a single tube, at Baytown, 
Tex., has 5.82-percent grades for a distance of 3,310 feet. The Elizabeth River 
Tunnel between Portsmouth and Berkeley, Va., has 5-percent grades for a dis- 
tance of 2,290 feet and 4.8-percent grades for an additional 1,180 feet. The De- 
troit-Windsor Tunnel, a single tube, between Detroit, Mich., and Windsor, On- 
tario, Canada, has grades of 5 percent and 5.2 percent for a distance of 1,498 
feet. The George A. Posey tube, a sjngle tube, between Oakland and Alameda, 
Calif., has 4.59-percent grades for a distance of 2,015 feet and 4.5-percent grades 
tor a distance of 1,696 feet. The Sumner Tunnel, a single tube, under Boston 
Harbor, which carries a greater volume of traffic per lane per year than any 
other tunnel or bridge, has 4.2-percent grades for a distance of 2,200 feet and 
3.4-percent grades for a distance of 2,100 feet. 

The 4 major, and much longer, under-river tunnels in New York, all twin tubes 
with 2 lanes of traffic in each direction, such as I propose for the Potomac River 
Tunnel, were planned with grades generally not to exceed 3.5 percent but there 
are exceptions to this to take care of local conditions and in the interest of 
economy. In some cases the grades exceed 4.5 percent, and in one case are as 
high as 5.15 percent. 

My plan for the proposed Potomac River Tunnel calls for a 5-percent grade 
for a distance of 1,000 feet on the Virginia side, where it meets an existing 
steeper grading of 5.46 percent on Arlington Boulevard. On the District of 
Columbia side, I propose a 5-percent grade for a distance of 1,400 feet. There 
is a possibiilty that this grade may be reduced, depending on the outcome of 
negotiations with the Army engineers regarding possible modifications of the 
river channel at this point. 

It should be borne in mind that the principal north and south interstate 
trucking route will cross the Potomac River farther downstream, and that at 
Constitution Avenue there will be a relatively small percentage of commercial 
traffic consisting principally of buses and light trucks which, together with pas- 
senger cars, will have no difficulty in negotiating the relatively short 5-percent 
grades at the speed limit imposed in vehicular tunnels, which is usually estab- 
lished at a maximum of 35 miles per hour. It should also be borne in mind that 
this speed is recognized by traffic engineers as giving the maximum capacity 
per lane on any highway. 

The Potomac River at Constitution Avenue is narrow and the depth of the 
channel is less than that under which any other major vehicular tunnel has 
been built. For these reasons the tunnel will be shorter than all other tunnels, 
with one exception, and the approach grades will be short. Short approach 
grades can be made steeper than long ones without reducing the capacity of the 
tunnel roadway. By the use of the most economical method of construction 
adapted to this site, the cost of construction can be kept low. The bridge ad- 
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vocates’ fear that the grades are too steep under my proposed tunnel plan is 
unwarranted, on the basis of actual operating experience on existing tunnels. 

9. Regarding curvature, my plan calls for 2 curves in the tunnel, 1 near the 
District shore of the river, having a radius of about 2,000 feet, and 1 near the 
Virginia shore, having a radius of about 1,200 feet, separated by a straight aline- 
ment for a distance of about 700 feet. These curves are much flatter than curves 
in the Holland Tunnel, which has radii as low as 300 feet and 345 feet, and in 
the Lincoln Tunnel, where there are radii as low as 650 feet for a distance of 
more than 1,000 feet, and in the Queens-Midtown Tunnel, where radii as low as 
450 feet and 500 feet exist on distances of several hundred feet. All three of these 
tunnels carry large volumes of traffic. In the case of the Lincoln and Holland 
Tunnels, the traffic in 1955 exceeded 20 million vehicles in each. The bridge 
advocates’ objection to the curvature in the proposed Potomac River tunnel is, 
therefore, unwarranted, based on actual operating experience with vehicular 
tunnels. 

10. The bridge advoeates have raised the preposterous objection to the tunnel 
plan that it will require a high wall down to rock, and floodgates at the cost of 
millions of dollars to prevent flooding of the tunnel on the District side. The 
bridge advocates, including their tunnel advisers, appear to be unaware of that 
feature of my plan which calls for raising the elevation of the ground in the vi- 
cinity of the mouth of the tunnel on the District side, with an embankment hav- 
ing gentle slopes and appropriately treated by landscape architecture, so that the 
entrance and exit of the tunnel will be above the flood stage of the Potomac River. 
This will be accomplished by raising that part of the ground immediately sur- 
rounding the tunnel roadways to an elevation of 22 feet above normal water level 
in the Potomac. The top of this fill will be about 9 feet lower than the terrain 
immediately surrounding the Lincoln Memorial and will in no way detract from 
the general appearance of the neighborhood. 

The elevation of Columbia Island, where the western approach to the tunnel 
is located, is above flood stage of the Potomac River. 

The ventilation chambers housing the fans and motors will be located under- 
ground as was done on the Manhattan end of the Brooklyn-Battery Tunnel in 
New York. The air intakes and exhausts will extend 8 feet above ground or to 
any greater height which the architects an& landscape architects may deem 
most appropriate to the locality. 

I point out that this raising of the ground in the immediate vicinity of the tun- 
nel entrance and exit on the District side follows the precedent on a smaller scale 
on two of the large New York vehicular tunnels of which I was in charge, 
namely, the New Jersey exit of the Holland Tunnel and the Queens end of the 
Queens-Midtown Tunnel. The Holland Tunnel, which was the pioneer vehicular 
tunnel built for automobile traffic, was opened to traffic in 1927, and during the 
intervening years the New York area has been struck by several hurricanes. 
Neither that tunnel nor the Queens-Midtown Tunnel, opened to traffic in 1940, 
has ever been flooded. There is no need for any cutoff walls nor any floodgates, 
such as the bridge advocates have talked about as running into a cost of many 
millions of dollars, and there will be no flooding of the tunnel. 

11. The bridge advocates’ statement that a tunnel is more vulnerable to sabo- 
tage than a bridge is unconvincing and unrealistic. I can cite one subaqueous 
vehicular tunnel where actual destruction was attempted, but unsuccessfully, 
during World War II. 

In 1930, I was asked to design a vehicular tunnel under the Scheldt River at 
Antwerp, Belgium. That tunnel was opened to traffic in 1933. During World 
War II, when the German army invaded Belgium, the allied armies, retreating 
before them, tried to blow up the tunnel to impede the rapid advance of the 
enemy. The tunnel, however, refused to be destroyed. 

Later, when the Germans were being driven back by our forces they in turn 
tried to blow up the tunnel. It may be taken for granted that the Germans had 
no sentimental reasons against destroying the tunnel if they could: but again, 
the tunnel withstood the explosions which were set off, and only superficial 
damage to the interior ceiling of the tunnel and some ventilation equipment in the 
buildings resulted. The claim that a tunnel is more vulnerable to destruction by 
sabotage than a bridge is unwarranted and erroneous. 

12. The bridge advocates claim that the capacity per lane in a tunnel is only 
one-half of the capacity per lane on a bridge. This is contrary to the facts as 
demonstrated by traffic statistics on major tunnels and bridges. To cite a few 
examples, using the 1955 or 1956 traffic counts, the following are the actual figures : 
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Average 
| Number | Total number | Number of nuriber of 
Facility | of traffic ; of vehicles vehicles per vehicles per 
lanes per year | year per lane day per 
lane 
cid iain tetmesiaenniniliteniasii sesennaitneelettatiinmegiatia EArt . — | 
George Washington Bridge, New York-New | | | 
Jersey (1956)... vals om } 8 | 35, 523, 585 4, 440, 448 12, 166 
Triborough Bridge, New York City (1955) __- 8 | 43, 736, 123 | 5, 467, 015 14, 978 
Whitestone Bridge, New York City (1955) __- 6 | 27, 923, 604 4, 663, 934 | 12, 778 
Lincoln Tunnel, New York-New Jersey (1956) -| t 1 21, 618, 846 5, 404, 711 14, 807 
Holland Tunnel, New York-New Jersey (1956) -| 4 | 20, 847, 672 | 5, 211, 918 14, 279 
Sumner Tunnel, Boston (1955) - 4 | 2 | 12, 094, 107 | 6, 047, 053 16, 567 
Geo. A. Posey Tunnel, Oakland-Alameda, | | 
Calif. (1953) ni eeaied 2 | 10, 958, 830 | 5, 479, 415 15, 012 


! This is an average of 59,230 vehicles per day for the 365 days of the year, as contrasted with the bridge 
advocates’ claim that a 4-lane tunnel has a maximum capacity of 45,000 vehicles per day. 


It should be noted that the number of vehicles per lane per day listed above 
is an average over the entire 365 days of the year, rather than a maximum on any 


1 single day. The maximum observed vehicles per hour in 2 lanes of 1 tube are 
as follows: 


CUSSRIEICIOWN TORNG) 6 isn. ona ncntinndaenkbete eee 2, 970 
NE iia mn chaiasudsnboidnwdns<eeieek wnidhesschdit lise talpnidaeiaeiia 2, 600 
DE SI saccades Ssoosepheaetg-dehagsiaiviasepila tamale tl cca Nm ea 2, 496 
a rN cs hl ain ch te hins axed ah eceenocicaetiiner anand denote esien atelicmeincig eae 2, 476 


To illustrate the effect on the volume of traffic per lane where there is a large 
percentage of commercial traffic, the following figures are illuminating. The 
Holland Tunnel has 25.3 percent truck and a total of 26.1 percent commercial 
traffic. The Lincoln Tunnel has 23 percent commercial traffic of which 9.4 per- 
cent is buses, and the Queens-Midtown has 10.6 percent commercial traffic. The 
effect of the lower percentage of commercial traffic in the Queens-Midtown Tunnel 
in increasing its capacity is illustrated by the greater volume per lane per hour, 
as stated above. The George Washington Bridge has 8.9 percent commercial 
traffic, the Triborough Bridge 6.1 percent and the Whitestone Bridge 4.3 percent. 
In the Queens-Midtown Tunnel, there have been numerous 1-hour periods when 
the traffic in the 2 lanes of 1 tube exceeded 2,800 vehicles per hour, or 1,400 vehi- 
cles per hour per lane. The contention of the bridge advocates that a tunnel 
has a much lower capacity per lane than a bridge is contrary to the facts and 
is not suported by operating statistics on heavily traveled bridges and tunnels. 

13. A 4lane tunnel versus a 6-lane tunnel: I have recommended a 4-lane 
tunnel at the Constitution Avenue location and believe that a 6-lane facility at 
this location, which is only about 1,000 feet upstream from the 6-lane Memorial 
Bridge, would be unwise and would concentrate more traffic in this immediate 
vicinity than the street and highway system of the city of Washington could 
handle without serious congestion. During the past 35 years New York City 
has generally been building its river crossings in the central part of the city as 
4-lane arteries, on the theory that this is all that the street system at any 1 point 
of the city can abserb without undue congestion. When traffic increases up to 
the capacity of the facility, it is considered better practice to build another 
crossing at a suitable distance away, so as to diffuse the traffic rather than 
concentrating an excessively large volume in one area, which has proven to be 
very costly and inconvenient on the older bridges in that city. This practice 
of diffusing traffic has proven very successful. It is my firm conviction, based 
upon my experience in planning, building, and operating major vehicular tunnels 
in large cities over the past 35 years, that a 4-lane tunnel is all that the Con- 
stitution Avenue location can stand without creating very undesirable traffic 
conditions, especially on the Washington side of the river. 

14. A factual analysis of the objections to a tunnel stated by the bridge advo- 
eates shows that they are all without foundation. It appears that the only re- 
maining reason for building a bridge is that the bridge advocates wish to build 
another bridge. Certainly it cannot be that we, as a Nation, have become so poor 
that we have to put one of our most precious scenic, esthetic, and historic na- 
tional assets on the bargin counter for sale at what appears in perspective to be 
a trifling difference in cost between a tunnel and a bridge. 


Senator Bratz. In that connection, Mr. Singstad, are you putting in 
the record in full the estimates that you have made there? 
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Mr. Stnestap. That is right, I am putting it into the record in full. 

I have a statement here which I am going to hand over to you for 
the record, and this one, after I get through, I will hand it over to 
you. 

Senator Brete. Very well. You may proceed. 

Mr. Srnestap. Thank you. 

Now with regard to the cost, I think I have discussed that suffi- 
ciently. 

Senator Brete. Do you intend to make any mention of the cost of 
the six-lane tunnel? Did you develop that? 

Mr. Srnoestap. I do that in there, but I can mention it to you now, 
if you ask me what it is. 

Senator Brste. The purpose of my question, Mr. Singstad, is that 
I understood General Lane to testify that in 1955 they had determined 
that the approximate cost of the six-lane tunnel, with the necessary 
approaches to get the traffic off the tunnel and on the tunnel, was some- 
thing in the neighborhood of $52 million. Did I understand his testi- 
mony correctly ? 

Mr. Srnestap. I didn’t make that statement. I made an estimate 
earlier in 1955, which may be the occasion that General Lane is re- 
ferring to here a moment ago. I made an estimate of cost of a six- 
lane tunnel from surface to surface of $35 million. I did not take 
in all of the road filigree and approaches that you see there. National 
Capital Parks may have made such an estimate. 

In the case of the four-lane, they estimated that at $3 million. On 
six Janes it might be more than $3 million, which will have to be added 
to my $35 million. 

Senator Brete. I understood General Lane to have testified gener- 
ally that the approaches necessary, whether it was a tunnel or a 6-lane 
bridge, that the approaches would run approximately $17 million, if 
I understood his testimony correctly. 

Mr. Srnasrap. I think the figure of $17 million that the General 
was speaking about is scattered all over the city of Washington—not 
only on what is shown there—isn’t that right, General ? 

Senator Bratz. I don’t think the General had the benefit of hearing 
your statement. 

General Lane. Mr. Chairman, I stepped out fora moment. I heard 
some of Mr. Singstad’s earlier testimony and I would like to say there 
has never been any conflict between the District of Columbia officials 
and Mr. Singstad on the cost of any of the elements here, either the 
4-lane at $22.5 million or the 6-lane—no, he never priced the 6-lane 
tunnel. 

Mr. Srnestap. Yes, I did, at $35 million. 

General Lane. That was what we used in the Planning Commission 
report, his figure of $35 million. We have always accepted Mr. 
Singstad’s figures. 

Senator Breie. The difficulty with the acceptance of the $35 million 
figure, if I understand the problem correctly, is that it does not take 
into consideration the necessary approaches and filigree roads, as Mr. 
Singstad calls them, and the loyatleats to take the traffic on and off 
the tunnel. 

General Lane. That is right. 

Senator Brsiz. I said that I understood you to say that in your 
computation you had used a figure of $17 million. 
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General Lane. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. That is for a 6-lane 
facility at this point and we believe that that approximately $17 
million would be fine for the approach structures for either a 6-lane 
tunnel or a 6-lane bridge. We had not made an estimate of what 
approach structures would be required for a 4-lane facility and 
we have no estimate on that. 

Senator Bratz. That is exactly the statement I made to Mr. Singstad 
and I wanted to be corrected. 

If I may repeat it, Mr. Singstad, it is my understanding of Gen- 
eral Lane’s testimony that the figure of $17 million is the figure at- 
tributable to the ¢ approaches and the cloverleafs off and on either a 
bridge or a tunnel. Now is that a correct statement? 

General Lane. That is correct for a six-lane facility. 

Senator Brete. A six-lane facility tunnelwise or bridgewise. 

Mr. Srnesrap. Is that within the territory shown on these maps, 
General ? 

General Lanz. No. That includes, in connection with that program, 
the $24.5 million, which I used, which includes development of certain 
approach roads on the Mall. I believe the $22.5 million—Mr. Singstad 
will confirm this or correct me if I am wrong—does not include these 
roads, but includes the connections; is that correct? 

Mr. Brinker. That is correct. 

Senator Brste. Is that clear, Mr. Singstad? Iam just trying to get 
areas of agreement, if we can get them. 

Mr. Srnestap. Of course, personally, I don’t know nearly as much 
about the highways on the surface here and I wasn’t asked to come 
here as a highway expert. I am down here as a tunnel man. 

Senator Brete. Maybe we can develop that through other witnesses. 

Mr. Srncsrap. I think you should because I have estimated and I 
have found the tunnel program on the surface on the western side of 
the river through the surface on the eastern side—we raised the surface 
a bit on the eastern side so as to bring it up to the grade, but on the 
surface roads, there are people here in Washington who are more com- 
petent to estimate the cost of those than I am. 

Senator Briere. I understand, sir, and just to make the record 
abundantly clear, your estimate of the cost of the tunnel of 4 lanes 
is $11,800,000 ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Srtnestap. No. That is for the portal-to-portal heavy construc- 
tion, but it is $22,527,000, I think. I think that is what I used. I 
have it here. $22,527,000. That is the estimate of cost—my estimate 
of cost from the surface on the Vir ginia side to the surface on the 
District side and that includes the reconstruction of the Arlington 
Boulevard Bridge. We have to reconstruct that bridge and that is 
included in my estimate. 

Senator Brste. That is a four-lane tunnel ? 

Mr. Srnastap. Yes, sir. 

Senator Bratz. Do I understand for a 6-lane tunnel it would cost 
$35 million? 

Mr. Stnestap. The 6-lane tunnel—I am opposed to a 6-lane tunnel, 
and I would like to explain to you the reasons. 

Senator Brste. Certainly you can have freedom to do it, but if it 
was a 6-lane tunnel, would it cost $35 million? — 

Mr. Srnestap. It would cost $35 million, in my opinion. 
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Senator Brsze. I see. That is the figure you furnished to the Com- 
mission 2 years ago. ‘ 
Mr. Stnestap. That is my recollection. I don’t have the figure with . 
me here. 
Mr. Brrnxtey. That was $32,500,000. . 
Mr. Srnestap. $32,500,000, I should say, instead of $35 million. I 
Senator Biste. So when you compare the tunnel structures, 6 lanes : 
#s compared to 4 lanes, just for tunnel structures alone you have $22,- : 
500,000 for 4 lanes and $32,500,000 for 6 lanes. 1 
Mr. Srnesrav. About $10 million difference; that is right. I am | 
glad you called my attention to it. I didn’t bring it with me because 
1 am not a believer in a 6-lane tunnel. 2 
Senator Brere. I understand your position, but I wanted to clear 7 
the record on that one point. ; 
Mr. Stnesrap. Now then so far as the costs, I think we have covered 
that, if you are satisfied. t] 
Now with respect to the grades, there are 11 vehicular tunnels now T 
in operation in the United States—tunnels of this type va the rivers. 
We call them subaqueous tunnels, which sounds like a very choice by 
word, [hope. Five of these 11 tunnels have grades steeper or as steep d 
as the grade I propose here, namely, 5 percent, and they are operat- L 
ing to everybody’s satisfaction. So here, in my opinion, because of I 
the characteristics of the neighborhood of the Virginia side—it is ts 
largely residential—people live in Virginia and they come to work in 
Washington, and you have a lot of tourists here to see this beautiful B 
city, so that there will be, in my opinion now, and I have made these T 
vehicular tunnels now since 1919 and I have some of the feel of what te 
the neighborhood calls for in the way of traffic classification, and in 
my opinion you are going to gave a very small percentage of com- hi 
mercial traffic here. Passenger cars will have no trouble and light B 
delivery trucks that will carry the ladies’ bonnets out to deliver at the rm 
homes in Virginia—they will have no trouble in negotiating the 5 
percent grade. So I don’t feel that that is anything to worry about. oo 
There are 5 longer vehicular tunnels successfully operating in the 
country with 5 percent and 6 percent grades. pe 
Now with regard to the flooding, of course, it is true that the area 
down across the river, when you get heavy downpours upstream here, in: 
it comes pouring down and when it meets tidewater down here, it pe 
dams up. The Army engineers here in charge of this district have 
complete records of that which they have kept over many years and elt 
we obtained the records and they have had occasions where the flood- 
waters came up to as high as 21 feet above normal water in the river. pa 
Now in order for us to be safe, to have the tunnel impregnable or the 
protect against flooding, we must have it something like a foot higher the 
than the recorded flood stage. toe 
Senator Brie. That is, the highest flood stage. 21 feet ? . 
Mr. Srnestap. Yes, sir. Now on the Columbia Island side, where tre 
we come up on the western side, we don’t cross boundary channels— du 
we come up to the ground surface on the island, which I understand 
belongs to the District rather than to the State of Virginia, which I He 
thought it did when I first came here. That island is higher than 22 VOI 
feet above water level. In the District area, however, there are areas om 


in what looks almost like a circle there north of the Lincoln Memorial mee 
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that are lower than the 22 feet, so we have to raise the ground a maxi- 
mum of 7 feet in spots there and that will be graded subsequently. 

However, the terrain surrounding the Lincoln Memorial which is 
shown in red, the red block, that has an elevation of 31, so the highest 
point of the approach road to the tunnel would be 9 feet lower down 
than the terrain surrounding the Lincoln Memorial and that will ade- 
quately and securely protect the tunnel against flooding. There would 
be no floodgates necessary. That is a lot of nonsense to be talking 
like that. 

[ was here at one hearing before the House committee and I heard 
one of the ardent bridge advocates say we figure that the capacity lane 
on the bridge is so much and we divide that by 2 and we get a ca- 
pacity of the tunnel lane, and I think that is a lot of nonsense and now 
I can prove that by statistics here. 

We have in New York—here I think General Lane should listen to 
this, too. In New York you have the George Washington Bridge. 
That isa big bridge, an 8- lane bridge. That is in New York. 

I am going to read off the fae ilities that are in New York—the 
bridges and tunnels. Now the traffic pattern in New York may be 
different than the traffic pattern in Washington. I agree with General 
Lane that is very likely to be. I know the traffic pattern in New York; 
I am not sure I do know it here at all, but at any rate, I am going to 
take the New York bridges and New York tunnels 

The George Washington Bridge is an 8-lane bridge; the Triborough 
Bridge is an 8-lane bridge; Whitestone Bridge, 6 lanes; the Lincoln 
Tunnel, 4 lanes and so is the Holland Tunnel and they are all heavily 
trafficked structures. 

Now the George Washington Bridge in 1956 averaged 12,166 ve- 
hicles per day, 365 days a year. That is the George Washington 
Bridge— very heavily traveled. The port authority is now planning 
to build a lower deck on it to increase the « ‘apacity. 

The Triborough Bridge, which is a heavily trafficked bridge also, 
carried 14,978 vehicles per day. That carried more traffic. 

The Whitestone Bridge carried 12,778 vehicles per day 365 days 
per vear. 

Now the Lincoln Tunnel, which is a 4-lane tunnel—what I am talk- 
ing about for you on the Potomac River—that carried 14,807 vehicles 
per day, 365 days a year. 

The Holland Tunnel, which is also a 4-lane tunnel, and it is the 
oldest—that carried 14,279 vehicles per day. 

Now the Sumner Tunnel in Boston, which has a different traffic 
pattern, that carried 16,567 vehicles per day 365 days a year. But on 
these bridges and tunnels that are in New York, they are subject to 
the same traffic pattern generally and I am comparing bridge-lane 
traffic and tunnel-lane traffic under the New York traffic pattern. 

Senator Brete. How many automobiles or how much vehicular 
traffic would either the Lincoln Tunnel or the Holland Tunnel carry 
during a peak hour? 

Mr. Srnastrap. The highest traffic count that I know of in the 
Holland Tunnel for 2 lanes in 2 directions—that is between 2 routes, 
you know—was 2,496 in 2 lanes. That would be 1,248, wouldn’t it, 
and in the Lincoln it was 2,476, and that is 1,239. Now that gives 
you an idea of what their lane hourly capacity is. 
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With that in mind, however, I would like to point out that these 
tunnels in New York are long tunnels—much longer than this tunnel. 
They also carry a very large percentage of commercial traffic. 

Now the Holland Tunnel carries about 30 percent commercial traffic 
and the trucks that come through that, they come from the south with 
produce and they carry all sorts of merchandise and they are very, 
very big trucks, so 30 percent. of that traffic is trucking traffic and, 
of course, they ‘don’t pull up the grade, they don’t negotiate those 
upgrades as readily as passenger cars, so that tends to slow down 
the traffic more so with the increase in the grade, I think. 

Senator Bratt. Then they have to stop to pay a toll, too, don’t 
they ¢ 

Mr. Srnesrap. Yes, they stop to pay a toll, but with regard to that 
question, Senator and Mr. Chairman, that question has been raised 
here, the taking up of tolls reduces the capacity of a tunnel or bridge. 
Well, I don’t believe that it does provided you have enough toll lanes, 
tolltakers. We used to figure that if you had three tolltaking lanes 
for each lane in the tunnel, we could keep on feeding the traffic to 
it as fast as the tunnel could take it, and I think that is probably still 
true, although people may not work quite as fast as they did 30 _— 

ago, but that is about what it takes—about 3 tolltaking lanes for 
traffic lane. If you had enough tolltaking lanes, you could feed the 
traffic to the roadway or into the tunnel or on the br idge as fast as the 
roadway could take it. So the tolltaking does not, of necessity, limit 
the capacity of the facility. 

Senator Bratz. Have you made an estimate of what the proposed 
4-lane tunnel under the Potomac would carry per day and per peak 
hour? 

Mr. Srnestap. No. Iam not familiar with the traffic situation, but 
here is what the Lincoln Tunnel carried every day in 1956—that was 
every day, 365 days a year. If you take the total traffic, which was 
21,618,846 vehicles, and you divide that by 365, you get a daily traffic 
average of 5! 9,230—59,230 vehicles. The Lincoln Tunnel aver: aged that 
day after day—every day for 365 days a year. 

Senator Bratz. That isa 4-lane tunnel ? 

Mr. Stnestap. That is a 4-lane tunnel and that is a 4-lane tunnel I 
am talking about for here. 

Senator Bratz. That is the tunnel peak hour through two lanes 
carrying 2,496 ? 

Mr. Stvesrap. That is right. So that gives you a fair idea, I think, 
of what you might expect. 

Now these New York tunnels, both the Holland and the Lincoln, 
are long tunnels. They have more commercial traffic. 

Senator Brete. How much longer ? 

Mr. Stnestap. Well, the Holland Tunnel is a mile and three-quarters 
long and this one will be 





Senator Bratz. Roughly, a half mile. 

Mr. Srnastap. Yes. Well, from portal to portal this will be, 
roughly, a half mile, but from street to street about three-quarters of 
a mile, I would say. 

Senator Bratz. The Holland Tunnel was a mile and three-quarters / 

Mr. Srnasrap. Yes. 

Senator Brete. And how long is the Lincoln Tunnel ? 
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Mr. Stnestrap. The Lincoln is a little shorter than the Holland. I 
forget the size of it. I believe it is a mile and a half or maybe a mile 
and five-eighths. 

The Brooklyn Battery Tunnel, which is the most recent one built in 
New York is the longest vehicular tunnel in New York or in this 
country. That is 9,117 feet from portal to portal, but I don’t recall the 
distance from portal up to the street surface. That is the longest 
tunnel in the country, but I didn’t get the traffic statistics for that be- 

“ause it hasn’t yet reached capacity. 

Senator Bratz. Is that a 4-lane tunnel ? 

Mr. Srnasrap. That isa 4-lane tunnel; yes, sir. 

Senator Binie. These 11 vehicular tunnels you mentioned, how 

| many are 4-lane tunnels and how many 6? 
Mr. Srnesrap. Well, the New York tunnels are 4-lane tunnels. Now 
in Maryland, in Baltimore, they are going to have the only 4-lane 
tunnel outside of New York City. That is : by far the biggest tunnel 
project outside of New York C ity that is under construction now. 

Senator Brstx. That is to be a 4-lane tunnel ? 


| Mr. Stnestap. Yes, sir. That is right. Asa matter of fact—now I 
don’t know—General Lane said that they estimated here in his De- 
partment that a 6-lane tunnel has 90 percent of capacity of a 6-lane 
: bridge. Well, I don’t know. There is no 6-lane tunnel, so I don’t 
know. 
Senator Brsir. You say there are no 6-lane tunnels? 

Mr. Srnestap. No, sir. There is a short tunnel out in San Francisco 
Bay, if I am not mistaken, that is six lanes, but that is not what I would 
call a tunnel. 

Senator Brste. I have been through that many times. I don’t think 
| that is the type of tunnel we are talking about here. 
; Mr. Stnestap. That is right. That has 6 lanes, but an honest-to- 
. goodness tunnel, I don’t know of : any 6-lane tunnel. 
Senator Brste. Do you develop in your testimony—you mentioned 
a little earlier as to why you are opposed to a 6-lane tunnel. Do you 


develop that in your testimony ? ? 
Mr. Stnosrap. Yes, I will now develop that. 

1 When I came down here 2 years and a half ago and the gentlemen 
who invited me said here is where the problem is, and, of course, you 
have the Memorial Bridge, which is a beautiful structure and fits into 
the landscape there all right—fine—but it has 6 lanes of traffic. Now 
I have been planning these facilities in other cities—mostly in New 
York—but also in other cities: but when I saw that this tunnel that 
they wanted me to look into the possibility of was only a thousand 
feet away from the Memorial Bridge, and I saw the traffic that you have 
in the rush hours, I didn’t have to sit down and make any calculations 
or get any traffic counts. I could see based upon my experience from 
planning these facilities elsewhere you would, if you put another 6 
lane facility so close to this existing bridge, you are going to choke 
your street system and I am fully aware of the fact that you are plan- 

f ning an inner loop here. 
ike might say, “Well, you are not a traffic expert, are you.” Well, 
) no, I don’t practice traffic engineering, but there is a gentleman who 
is an outstanding traffic engineer, Mr. Wilbur Smith, and you have 
had him—some department, I forget which one—and Mr. Wrenn, as 





Le ee a 


64 CROSSING OF THE POTOMAC RIVER 


part of his statement, said he questioned very much the wisdom of 
creating a 6-lane facility at this location, and I question it, but that 
is certainly a recognized traffic expert—Mr. Wilbur Smith & Asso- 
ciates—and that is why I think a 4-lane tunnel should be built here. 
I think the street system, I think you would only do harm more than 
good if you spent additional money, an additional $10 million for ad- 
ditional lanes and you would clutter up your street system and you 
would be worse off—much worse off—than if you build 4 lanes. 

Besides that, I think that the most efficient highway is a twin-lane 
affair, where you are separated physically from the traffic in opposite 
directions. Now if you have 3 lanes, there is more tendency to weave, 
for one thing, and the person who is driving in the center, between a 
car on the right and a car on the left, they feel a little bit more jittery 
than if they are alongside of 1 lane, and I think it tends to slow down 
traffic if you have 3 lanes. I think you may also have more accidents 
with 3 lanes. 

We have had on these tunnels—the first one to be opened to traffic 
was the Holland Tunnel in 1927 and I think that has handled—I don’t 
know the exact figures, but it must have handled more than 400 mil- 
lion vehicles up to now and it has been remarkably free from serious 
accidents. 

Senator Binte. What type of highways feed into the Holland Tun- 
nel? Are they 4-lane highways or 6-lane highways or 8-lane? 

Mr. Stnestap. On the New Jersey side they have the Pulaski High- 
way. That is one. That is an old one. That was built about the 
time the Holland Tunnel was built; and, then, more recently you have 
the New Jersey Turnpike which built a branch from the Newark Air- 
port across Newark Bay and up tothe tunnel. 

Senator Brste. How many lanes has the New Jersey Turnpike at 
that point, where it goes into the tunnel ? 

Mr. Srnastap. I don’t recall. I think it is 4 lanes and the Pulaski 
Highway is 4 lanes, so you are really feeding with 8 lanes. 

Senator Brsre. Of course when they hit that tunnel, they sure back 
up in arush hour. 

Mr. Srnestap. Yes, that tunnel needs a leaf now. There should 
be another tunnel built somewhere in the neighborhood. In my opin- 
ion, there should be a tunnel built between the Lincoln and Holland 
Tunnels. 

Senator Brere. That is what puzzles me about this problem here. 
If we are on an interstate highway system, which we are, and divided 
four lanes or many lane highways feeding into this tunnel, wouldn’t 
you have the same bottleneck if you had a four-lane ? 

Mr. Srnestap. No. Well, listen, Mr. Chairman, in New York 
City—let me interject this because this has a bearing on something 
that you have to worry about here, I can see. I have already told 
you what my own conclusions were when I came down here, and what 
Mr. Wilbur Smith has said. Now during the past 35 years, I have 
been planning these tunnels up in New York. It has been since 1919— 
that would be 38 years, wouldn’t it? During the past thirty-some 
years, let us say then, in New York City it has been generally accepted 
as a desirable practice to build four-lane arteries in the central part of 
the city on the theory that this is all that the street system at any one 
point in the city can absorb without undue congestion. Well, if you 
are in the city, you can’t begin to tear down builidngs and cut street 
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arteries through. That costs money. It would cost money here in 
Washington, and certainly would cost a lot of money in New York, so 
you can’t do that. 

The theory is diffusion of the traffic rather than concentrating it 
all at one crossing, and I think that is perfectly sound and I can dem- 
onstrate it in New York that it is sound. 

When traffic increases, the theory is: When traffic increases up to 
the capacity of the second facility, then it is better practice for the 
community that you build another crossing at some other location so 
that you don’t pile them all up. Now here in Washington, I under- 
stand, and I think it is a very wise move, that Congress and probably 
your committee—I don’t know—but I understand that you gentlemen 
are considering authorizing two other crossings on this Potomac 
River here. Well, now, that is sound planning. i 

Senator Birnie. We are having a little problem on one—14th Street 
southbound. Have you ever looked at that for a tunnel ? 

Mr. Sinasrap. Well, I don’t know. 

Senator Brsie. That is one of the problems. 

Mr. Stnesrap. I have a notion what your problem is. 

Senator Bratt. We have been trying for 3 years to get one through. 

Mr. Stnestav. Now we have had in New York these oldest river 
bridges: We have the Brooklyn Bridge; we have the Manhattan 
Bridge; we have the Williamsburg Bridge; and we have the Queens 
Borough Bridge. They are the old bridges across the East River. I 
remember the completion of two of them myself—the Manhattan and 
the Queens Borough—but the Brooklyn Bridge was open about the 
time I was born and I wasn’t around when the Williamsburg was 
opened either. But those bridges were built for large capacity. When 
the trolley cars went out, they took the tracks off the bridges and they 
built roadways. 

Now, we have had a dickens of a job disbursing the traffic. The city 
has spent a lot of money and still it isn’t satisfactory because the 
traffic coming in comes in one bunch. 

Now, I have analyzed the objections that these people, these bridge 
advocates have, and I think I will wind up now by saying that if it had 
not been for this fantastic $91 million, I think you would be about 
ready to cut the ribbon and open the tunnel here. I really do. But, 
unfortunately, you got that fantastic figure and I suppose—— 

Senator Bisite. Mr. Singstad, do you think it would be sound plan- 
ning, looking toward the future, and considering the grade, growth, 
and traffic which is sure to come to this area—considering those fac- 
tors, do you believe it would be sound thinking to put in a 4-lane tun- 
nel instead of a 6-lane tunnel ? 

Mr. Srnestap. I certainly do, Mr. Chairman. I certainly do, that. 
I think you are thinking in the right direction when you are thinking 
of building a bridge. I don’t know precisely where these future 
bridges are going to be, but I think it would be very sound planning 
to disperse. Don’t pile all the traffic across the Potomac into one bot- 
tleneck here in your monumental area. That is wrong. 

We have a future—say “we have” because some of us out here—Mr. 
Finley says it doesn’t belong to the Highway Department of the city 
of Washington; it belongs to all of us and we are very proud of it, let 
me tell you. I have seen many cities in other countries and we have 
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something here that we should not treat lightly and throw away be- 
sause there has been a lot of planning and a lot of work on the part of 
our predecessors here and our ancestors to build it up to what it is now. 

I wound up my statement to the House committee by saying—and 
I am going to wind it up this way here before your committee, I made 
a factual analysis of the objections that have been raised by the High- 
way Department or the bridge advocates, let us say, and I find they are 
all without merit, without ‘foundation. I knock them all down by 
figures. It appears that the only remaining reason for building a 
bridge is that the bridge advocates just wish to build another bridge. 

Now certainly and I really mean this—certainly, it cannot be that 
we, as a Nation, have become so crude that we have to put one of our 
most precious scenic, esthetic, and historic national assets on the bar- 
gaining counter, for sale at what appears in perspective to be a trifling 
difference between the cost of a tunnel and a bridge. 

Senator Brstz. Mr. Singstad, we are certainly verv appreciative of 
your coming here and giving us the benefit of your vast knowledge on 
this technical and very “important field. It occurs to the chairman that 
possibly, to narrow the question down even a little closer—now Gen- 
eral Lane said this: Any four-lane facility at this pomt would prove 
to be a bottleneck between major highways in Virgina and the District 
of Columbia. Now, I understood you to say that if you have a six- 
lane tunnel, you will create a congestion, and possibly a bottleneck, 
because you will bring in more traffic than the streets in the adjoining 
area can handle. 

Mr. Srnesrap. That is right. 

Senator Bratz. So it seems to me that right on that one point you 
are at a complete 180 degrees difference; is that correct ? 

Mr. Srnesrap. Yes. If your street system cannot take all this traffic, 
what is the use in spending $10 or $12 million on creating traffic facili- 
ties under the river that is bound to get stuck in the bottleneck of 
the street system of Washington? It wouldn’t make sense to do it, 
would it ? 

Senator Brste. That same reasoning would certainly apply to a six- 
lane bridge, then, wouldn’t it, or would it ¢ 

Mr. Stnestap. Yes, I think so. I certainly think so. 

Senator Bree. We still have General Lane here and I think he is 
in disagreement. 

I know you have to get back to New York City tonight—— 

Mr. Srnesrap. I am not in a hurry. I am due in Massachusetts 
tomorrow morning, but I can travel during the night. 

Senator Brere. I think Senator Beall and I would be most happy 
if you and General Lane would get together and resolve this one point. 
I think you are very close together on that one point. 

Mr. Srvesrav. I think General Lane is a reasonable man, but he 
has been handed some phony figures. 

Senator Brace. I think it is no more than fair that General Lane 
have at least a short o portunity of rebuttal. 

General Lane. Mr. Singstad asked me to listen a little while ago 
and I hoped he was going to ask me to speak later because I have been 
listening to him. 

On the point which you have just been discussing, I think the differ- 
ence is this, that our plan does not call for moving the traffic—I might 
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say dumping traffic from the bridge on to the street system. We 
have an 8-lane traffic facility on the District side and we have a 
6-lane traffic facility on the other side and we are proposing a con- 
nection between the two which we should say should be at least 6 lanes 
in comparison. 

Senator Bret. Right on that point, you think, then, it would take 
a 6-lane tunnel to accommodate that traflic you will have on both sides ? 

Mr. Srvastap. Mr. Chairman, may I make a remark apropos of 
General Lane’s statement ? 

Senator Breie. Yes, I think we have have surrebuttal. You may 
proceed, 

Mr. Srnestap. Now, General Lane says we have so-and-so many 
lane highways going north or south here to take this traffic away from 
here. Well, now, it seems to me that if the traffic isn’s bound for this 
area and for the part of the city of Washington, it is the wrong place. 
This monumental park of Washington, which is the most handsome 
and most precious park of the area, if you put a bridge or a couple of 
bridges in there it will hurt. In certain places it won’t hurt, and why, 
if traffic i is bound upstream, why not take them upstream on the Vir- 
ginia side where you don’t have this monumental area? Why take 
them in here in the most precious and most touching spot you have in 
the National Capital and then take them out? Take them up through 
the woods on the Virginia side. 

General Lanz. Mr. Chairman, the traffic which we propose to carry 
across here is the traffic which is coming in on the routes on this side 
of the river and is destined to this area of the city. So we are not 
taking traffic which might want or might be destined to another part of 
the city through here. The traffic will follow the quickest route to its 
destination. We have had very detailed traffic counts and studies of 
traffic requirements throughout this area. 

In addition to the bridge on this area, which we propose at a later 
date, we expect to acquire additional bridges up the river and down 
the river as traffic requirements in those areas develop. But the traffic 
requirement in here, by all of the traffic studies of the experts, who 
have analyzed it, requires at least a six-lane facility in here. Youcould 
put in two full-lane facilities, if you wanted, but that would not be an 
economic way to handle it. 

Senator Bratz. The Highway Department, of course, is going to 
have full opportunity to present everything they have to this com- 
mittee. Weare not going to do it this evening, however. 

I don’t know whether you have anything further to add, Mr. Sing- 
stad. 

Mr. Srnestap. No; thank you very much. 

Senator Bretr. Senator Beall, do you have any questions? 

Senator Brauu. No. 

Senator Bratz. We do appreciate your appearing here, Mr. Singstad. 

Mr. Srvestap. Thank you gentlemen for your patience. 

Senator Bratz. Mr. Wirth, we will be happy to hear from you at 
our next meeting. 

Mr. Wirt. Senator, I would like to come to the next hearing be- 
cause of several statements my good friend, General Lane, made which 
I would like to rebut. 

Senator Bree. We are going to give everybody the opportunity 
of being heard. We are trying to solve all the problems and we—— 
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Mr. Wirti. At this time I would like, Mr. Chairman—Are you 
still in session or are you figuring on adjourning ? 

Senator Brsrr. I had planned on recessing until Wednesday at 2: 00. 

Mr. Wiern. Let me find out whether Colonel Hanson can come back 
at 2 o’clock. 

Colonel] Hanson. If you can get me relieved from an appearance 


before court, I will be glad to return. Since you practiced law for 27 


years, you know those District judges are a little tough on us when 
we have to try a case. I happen to be a practicing attorney and I am 
appearing in a District court case on Wednesday. 

Mr. Wirrn. He is representing the Marines. 

Senator Bratz. About how long will your testimony take? 

Colonel Hanson. About 5 minutes. 

Senator Brete. I am happy to hear you. You will be the conclud- 
ing witness and as soon as you have testified, we will recess until 2 
o’clock on Wednesday. if that is acceptable to Senator Beall. 

Colonel Hanson. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I appre- 
ciate your courtesy in doing that. 

Senator Brie. We are very happy to hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF COL. ARTHUR HANSON, PRESIDENT, MARINE 
CORPS WAR MEMORIAL FOUNDATION 


Colonel Hanson. I would like at the very outset to present to the 
Chairman and to my Senator, Senator Beall, who was also my Con- 
gressman for a number of years before he jumped up into the senior 
House. 

Senator Bratt. Not jumped—moved across the way. 

Colonel Hanson. I would like to present a photograph which ap- 
peared in the recent issue of the National Geographic magazine, and 
it is taken from the west of the Marine Corps War Memorial, which 
I think illustrates probably better than any words can the beauty of 
the area which we have a legitimate interest in discussing this after- 
noon. 

Senator Brstz. I am very happy to have that photograph and it 
will be made a part of the record. 

(The photograph referred to will be found in the files of the Senate 
Committee on the District of Columbia.) 

Colonel Hansen. My name is Arthur B. Hanson and T appear be- 
fore you as president of the Marine Corps War Memorial Founda- 
tion, with offices at 729 15th Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

Our foundation is the organization which erected the Marine Corps 
War Memorial on the Nevius Tract directly across the Potomac River 
and slightly to the north of the Lincoln Memorial. That photograph 
aptly illustrates the location and I am sure all of you have seen it. 

I do not appear before you gentlemen today as an expert on bridges 
or tunnels. In civil life I am a practicing attorney and leave the 
technical details in such matters to competent engineers. T am, how- 
ever, a lifelong resident of the Washington metropolitan area and am 
thoroughly acquainted with the beauties of our Nation’s Capital and 
with the fact that the Congress of the United States. as the legislative 
sponsor of items affecting our Capital, occupies a position of trust 
toward all the people of our great Nation in preserving and maintain- 
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ing and creating this Capital City as one of the great scenic features 
of the world. 

I think we all recognize that even the most able engineering plans 
are subject to change. When the subject of an E Street bridge first 
came up some 3 or 4 years ago, our foundation appeared in opposition 
to that bridge because the men on the drawing boards had paid ab- 
solutely no attention to the fact that on November 10, 1954, we were 
to dedicate our great monument to the Marine dead and their fellow 
servicemen who had died beside them in the service of this Nation 
since 1776. Subsequently, the engineers admitted that the E Street 
crossing was not appropriate, and advocated a Constitution Avenue 
river crossing. I might point out the reason E Street crossing, among 
many others, was found to be not appropriate was because it would 
not have properly handled the traffic problem. The traffic flow would 
be dumping a great deal of traffic into an already greatly congested 
area. 

We have consistently appeared in opposition to any type of bridge 
across the Potomac River which would endanger the location and 
beauty of our monument. And at this time we would like to state 
that. we are well aware of the plans for the great national monu- 
ment to be erected just to the south, also on the Nevius Tract, and 
we would like to state for the record that for the first t'me since the 
plan for that monument began our foundation is in a position to 
state that we approve the general plan now proposed for this great 
national monument, which will cost more than either the proposed 
bridge or tunnel, and no dollar of that money will come out of public 
funds but will be raised entirely by private subscription as were the 
funds for the Marine Corps war memorial. 

I state that, Mr. Chairman, because there has been much to do 
here about the millions of dollars involved in the tunnel and bridge 
and we as private citizens will spend many millions of our dollars 
and we have already provided them with 1 great monument and 1 
is on its way, and we are not asking the Congress for a nickel for 
them. 

Now I want to thank you gentlemen and the Congress of the United 
States for passing the legislation which authorized us to erect our 
memorial and remind you that when you authorized us to erect this 
monument and it was placed where it now is, you assumed a duty to 
preserve it for the people of this country and for posterity. 

We know from the plans which we have seen that any bridge cross- 
ing at the site proposed by the Department of Highways will have to 
destroy much of the beauty lying directly to the east and slightly north 
of our monument. 

I would like at this time, if I may, Senator, to take a look at this 
picture again and then orient it with the proposed bridge crossings. 
It doesn’t take much imagination to see where that bridge comes in. 

T would also like to interpose here and point out that in the initial 
plans for this bridge, the bridge was directed right at our monument 
and the access roads were designed to take away all of that green terri- 
tory you see just to the north of the monument—land which we had 
developed. 

Now I will give the Highway Department credit. After several 
discussions before the Fine Arts Commission and after several discus- 
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sions with myself and my confreres, we were able to reduce a triple 
span which would have blocked our monument from anybody’s view 

own to just a double one and to move it forward so that it wouldn’t 
actually knock our monument out of sight and out of existence, and we 
appreciate their cooperation in that behalf. ; 

We also know that the plans for a tunnel necessitate no such patterns 
of overpasses; nor would they destroy this beautiful view toward the 
Lincoln Memorial, the Washington Monument and the Capitol, as 
illustrated in the photograph. 

I urge you gentlemen as strongly as I know how to join with your 
brothers in the House of Representatives who have come forward just 
this week with approval of the tunnel crossing, a decision which I know 
illustrates a realization upon their parts of the verity of the items 
which I have discussed in this statement. 

Now before closing, it has been ineresting to me to note that no 
one has ever raised this particular point in any of the hearings that I 
have attended on this, and I have been to a number of them. It seems 
to me that when we sit and talk about atomic warfare and the terrible 
things that are going to happen to all of us if we get involved with the 
Russians and other people, that very little accord has been paid in 
this country to going Siesta 

I spent over 5 years on active duty in the Marine Corps and I found 
out that if you were a little bit underground some place, they could 
bomb you and shoot you to beat the band, but it was real hard to get 
you unless you had a direct hit. 

There could come a time when we might, in time of war, have to 
revive the pieces of this city. It seems to me that every bridge we have 
is casitanatly vulnerable, and there have been reams of testimony in 
the House and in the Senate concerning that matter when your civil 
defense people come up, but it seems to me that you might well put a 
tunnel in here if for no other reason than that there will be some way 
to get over to Judge Smith’s plantation in Virginia after the bombs 
have dropped and we had not started reconstruction, and I believe 
firmly that we would start it. 

Thank you so much for your courtesy in hearing me, and also for 
allowing me to speak this afternoon. I will be happy to answer any 
questions you might have. 

Senator Bratz. I am very happy to have had you with us. I think 
you have made a splendid presentation. 

Senator Bratt. I also think the Colonel has done exceptionally well, 
especially since he brought out that the defense angle is important. 

e have not had that before in any testimony. We might not have 
thought about it, but I certainly think it is very apropos at this time. 

Senator Brete. If we have nothing further, we will stand in recess 
until 2 o’clock on Wednesday and we will look forward to seeing you 
all back at that time. ; 

(Whereupon, at 5:35 p. m., the committee adjourned, to reconvene 
at 2 p.m., Wednesday, April 17, 1957.) 








CROSSING OF THE POTOMAC RIVER IN THE VICINITY 
OF CONSTITUTION AVENUE 


WEDNESDAY, APRIL 17, 1957 


Unrrep Sratres SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Fiscan AFFAIRS OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON THE Disrricr or CoLUMBIA, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 2:10 p. m., in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Committee Room, United States Capitol Building, 
Senator J, Allen Frear, Jr., presiding. 

Present: Senators Bible, Frear (presiding), and Beall. 

Also present: William P. Gulledge, counsel and Donald P. Feld- 
man, assistant counsel. 

Senator Frear. The subcommittee will come to order. 

This continuation of the hearings on S. 944 and S. 1707 will now 
commence. 

Since a request has been made by Gen. Louis W. Prentiss to appear 
first, if there is no objection from the other witnesses, the chairman 
or the acting chairman will ask Mr. Prentiss to give his testimony 
at this time. 


STATEMENT OF LOUIS W. PRENTISS, CHAIRMAN, TRANSPORTA- 
TION COMMITTEE, WASHINGTON BOARD OF TRADE 


Mr. Prentiss. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Frear. General Prentiss; I am sorry, sir. 

Mr. Prentiss. Ex-general. 

Mr. Chairman, my name is Louis W. Prentiss. I am the chairman 
of the transportation committee of the Board of Trade. However, 
I am speaking today as the representative of the entire Board of 
Trade. 

Not only does the Board of Trade favor the construction of a 6-lane 
bridge in the vicinity of Constitution Avenue, but it is of the opinion 
that. this bridge should be built at the earliest possible date. 

The Board of Trade sees no reason why the subject of a tunnel 
should be brought up again and again when, by recommendation of 
the Nationa] Planning Commission 3 years ago, Congress authorized 
the construction of a 6-lane bridge at this site. 

When authority was granted by the Congress for the construction 
of the Constitution Avenue Bridge, the national Capital Planning 
Commission agreed that, by the proper tying in of the approaches to 
this bridge to the western leg of the Inner Loop, the traffic of this 
bridge could be satisfactorily collected and distributed on the Wash- 
ington side of the river. 
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This was the basis of the so-called compromise solution arrived at 
in a meeting between Senator Case, Chairman Bartholomew of the 
National Capital Planning Commission, Mr. Conrad Wirth, Director 
of the National Park System, and myself as Engineer Commissioner 
of the District of Columbia and member of the National Capital 
Planning Commission. 

This agreement was presented to the full Planning Commission and 
received unanimous approval, with one member, as I recall it, with- 
holding his vote. 

At the time that this decision was made and later approved by the 
Congress. the 24-hour traffic volume crossing the Potomac River on 
all bridges was 204,000 vehicles. As of the last few months in 1956, 
the average daily business day traffic volume was 244,000 vehicles, in- 
dicating an increase of 40,000 crossings a day during the past 3 years. 

T believe it is important to point out that whereas the volume of 
traffic during the peak hour coming into Washington in the morning 
and returning to Virginia in the afternoon, exceeds that of the traffic 
flowing in the opposite direction, that the difference between these two 
flows is not sufficiently great to permit unbalanced traffic lanes to favor 
the greater of the two, except for the Chain Bridge area where the 
volumes are smaller and have less effect on central area crossings. 

When the present improvements on Key Bridge are completed, there 
will be 22 traffic lanes crossing the Potomac. The practical capacity 
of these traffic lanes will vary from 1,200 vehicles an hour on the nar- 
rower Chain Bridge lanes with unsatisfactory approaches at both ends, 
to 1.500 vehicles per hour over the new 4-lane 14th Street Bridge. I 
would say that we might figure that the existing 22 lanes have an aver- 
age Jane capacity during peak hour of 1,450 vehicles, establishing a 
total peak hour capacity of approximately 32,400 vehicles an hour. 

Experience in Washington shows that of the 24-hour count, ap- 
proximately 12 percent of the traffic crosses during the peak hour. 
Therefore, with an existing 24-hour count of 244.000 vehicles, we can 
expect that 12 percent, or approximately 29,000 vehicles, are crossing 
during the peak hour. 

Tt would appear, therefore, that insofar as peak hour is concerned, 
we will be operating within 10 percent of practical capacity when the 
additional lanes on Key Bridge and Chain Bridge are open to traffic. 

On the other hand, when we consider 24-hour traffic, the existing 
lanes, were they utilized to full capacity every hour, day and night, 
would carry 777,600 vehicles. 

We can see, therefore, that it is not the 24-hour problem with which 
we should concern ourselves. The construction of a 6-lane bridge at 
Constitution Avenue tying into the inner loop and permitting distribu- 
tion of traffic to the north, south, as well as east, will permit traffic 
to reach its destination in Washington most expeditiously and the 
street system of Washington will permit it to do so. 

Such a bridge, with adequate approaches, would have a Jane capacity 
of 1.500 vehicles per hour. Six lanes would provide additional ca- 
pacity of 9.000 vehicles per hour. 

On the other hand, a 4-lane tunnel with limited ties to permit traffic 
distribution, and with only 2-lane approaches in each direction, would 
probably have a capacity about 20 percent less per lane than would the 
bridge. This means that the tunnel lane capacity would be 1,200 ve- 
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hicles an hour for a total of 4,800; which, by subtraction, would mean 
furnishing facilities for 4,200 less vehicles per hour. 

It is my honest opinion that before the tunnel could be completed, 
there would be the immediate and urgent need for additional cross- 
ings because of traffic growth induced by the rapid development of the 
metropolitan area of Virginia. 

The businessmen of Washington feel that the time has come to stop 
arguing and delaying on the matter of providing this badly needed 
crossing capacity. The Board of Trade does not see why a beautiful 
bridge could not be built at this site which not only would be an asset 
but would provide great pleasure to the thousands who would cross 
this beautiful river on this bridge twice daily. 

The alternative of the oppor’ tunity to enjoy the beauties of the river 
would be to go under the river in a tube, which certainly adds no pleas- 
ure to one’s drive to and from work, particularly those who suffer 
from claustrophobia. 

The Board of Trade, therefore, emphatically recommends immedi- 
ate construction of the bridge, and sincerely hopes that this will be 
the last time that the subject ‘of a tunnel as an alternative for a bridge 
at this site is raised. 

Thank you very much, sir. 

Senator Frear. Senator Beall, any questions ? 

Senator Beati. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Certainly is nice to see our old friend, General Prentiss, back again. 
It brings back old memories of when he was on the Commission. 

Mr. Prentiss. When we were talking about the same subject. 

Senator BEALL. Yes, we were t talking about it then. 

General, you refer to the six-lane bridge. I was just wondering— 
this came up last week. General Lane t: alked about the six-lane bridge. 
So the next day, I had to go up on 23d Street early in the morning— 
not early, 9 o’clock in the morning. I came down Constitution Ave- 
nue whe ‘re you have 6 to 8 lanes of traffic. And while there may be a 
question in some people's minds about by driving ability, I think I am 
a good driver. My children may not agree with that. And I found it 

rather confusing getting to those center lanes, driving down with the 
9 o'clock trafic, when you are 4 lanes abreast. It is a little confusing 
inthere. You really have to keep looking all the time. 

I am just wondering if you would think three lanes would be the 
same thing; particularly for that fellow in the middle lane, it is very 
confusing, and I would think it would result in bringing about more 
accidents. 

Mr. Prentiss. Senator Beall 

Senator Bratt. Have you ever tried driving—do you drive your 
own car ¢ 

Mr. Prentiss. Senator, it is my opinion that 2-, 3- and 4-lane di- 
vided highways, which are now planned for the 41,000-mile Interstate 
System, are the safest type of highways that have yet been devised. 

Senator Braun. The four lanes 

Mr. Prentiss. Two, four 

Senator Beaty, Two lanes are fine. 

Mr. Prentiss. Four,-six-, and eight-lane highways, and we expect 
in the next 15 years to have most of the Interstate System built with 
4--and 6-lane highways, particularly where there is heavy traffic 
congestion. 
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I think the most important part is to get a center dividing strip in 
there on the bridge to keep the two lanes of traffic flowing in opposite { 
directions separated. 1 

Senator Brau. Yes. { 

That is all. 

Senator Frear. Thank you very much, General. 

Mr. Prentiss. Thank you,sir. I appreciate it very much. | 

Senator Frear. We will have to recess the hearings temporarily | 
until a vote can be taken. ; 

(Short recess. ) 

Senator Frear. The subcommittee will continue. 

_Mr. Harland Bartholomew, Chairman of the National Capital Plan- 
ning Commission. 

Sir, we are glad to have you. 


STATEMENT OF HARLAND BARTHOLOMEW, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL 
CAPITAL PLANNING COMMISSION 


Mr. BarrHotomew. My name is Harland Bartholomew. I am 
Chairman of the National Capital Planning Commission. 

I have no prepared manuscript, and will speak from some notes 
which I have. 

Senator Frear. All right. 

Mr. BarrHotomew. Perhaps I might say at the beginning that, as 
the chairman is probably aware, we are a commission of 5 citizens 
and 7 officials. and included among the 7 officials are the Engineer 
Commissioner of the District of Columbia, who favors the construc- 
tion of a bridge at Constitution Avenue; and also among our mem- 
bership is the Director of the National Park Service, who favors a 
tunnel at this particular point. 

So that, as the chairman can well imagine, we have had some rather 
extended discussions of this matter in our Commission. 

I have about seven specific points I would make which I believe 
will clarify the Commission’s position and understanding of this 
bridge problem. 

The first is that to fully understand the problem and the position 
of the Commission, which I believe is strictly correct, I may say that 
the Commission has approached this study from the standpoint of the 
total traffic flow within the District of Columbia, of which the river 
crossing problem is one part, and the location of a particular bridge 
is merely one part further of the intercommunication between the 
Virginia side and the District of Columbia. 

Basically, there are three traffic flows which have to be provided 
for. One is the obvious, most obvious, radial movement to and from 
the central business district each day to various parts of the metro- 
politan area. : 

The second has to do with movement of traffic between certain parts 
of the metropolitan area not included within the central business 
district. 

And the third is a form of traffic movement which might be termed 
external, which does not wish to enter the District or which would not 
enter the District if there were opportunity for it to bypass. 

So that we should view the bridge problem in relation to all three 
of these movements. 
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I may say that the first, of course, is the heavier flow, and the latter 
is the least heavy but, nevertheless, somewhat significant, because cer- 
tain traffic which does not have the opportunity to bypass the District’ 
is forced within the District to use certain of our thoroughfares, and 
that merely adds to the congestion. 

In recent years, the study. of traffic flow and the characteristics of 
traffic movement indicates rather surprisingly, in fact, a startling 
figure which is not merely common to Washington but very nearly 

common to all large cities, and that is, approximately 50 percent 
of the traffic w ithin “the central business district enters one side of the 
central business area and leaves immediately on another side. 

That not merely causes crowding within the central business district, 
but it results in delay, both to the ‘traffic which is moving through and 
also delays traffic which is there. And this condition occurs because 
of a faulty design in the street system. 

Our street systems of large cities are not designed, were not designed 
originally and are not designed today, to adequately t take care of these 
three forms of traffic flow. 

So, if we are thinking in terms of bringing more entries into the 
central business district which is already congested, we are merely 
going to make a bad matter worse. 

Growing out of that realization has come a plan which is reflected 
in the comprehensive plan of the Washington area, both for the Dis- 
trict and for the region, which we call plans for loop roads; that is, 
the inner loop to go around the central business area, an outer loop 
which goes around the whole metropolitan area, and an intermediate 
loop which goes midway between. 

IT cannot ‘overemphasize the importance of these three loop roads, 
because in traflic congestion, it first takes place in the business district; 
next, it takes place on the approach thoroughfares to the business dis- 
trict. 

We can only relieve those two major points of congestion by build- 
ing these loop roads. 

The second point I wish to make is that I think we are very 
fortunate indeed in that the Bureau of Public Roads recommended, 
and Congress has accepted, this principle of loop roads, and it has 
been incorporated into our interstate highway plan. Without this, it 
would be futile to even consider throwing additional entries of traffic 
into the central business district of Washington. 

Consequently, in explaining the position of the National Capital 
Planning Commission, I may say that the first actions taken by the 
Commission were to approve 2 bridges which related to these circum- 
ferentials, 3 bridges, I should say: 1 at Jones Point: 1 at Cabin John; 
and 1 at Nebraska Avenue, which would connect, you might say, the 
intermediate loop. 

The Jones Point and the Cabin John Bridges would complete the 
outer loop so far as crossings of the river go, and would permit bypass 

affic. 

The Nebraska Avenue crossing was considered to be extremely im- 
portant, because if you are really designing bridges to relieve the 
traffic condition, we know that a large amount of traffic from the 
northwest area of Washington goes to Vi irginia, and instead of being 
forced to come down as today over the Memorial or 14th Street 
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Bridges, if it could be bypassed through a bridge in the vicinity of 
Nebraska Avenue, or something of that nature, then it would relieve 
that bridge concentration to some extent in the central area. 

Furthermore, the two particular bridges approved, the Jones Point 
especially, was because there is no bridge at all on the south side of 
the metropolitan area; there is a great gap in our opportunity to get 
across the river, although we do have bridges on the upper reaches at 
Cabin John and at Chain Bridge. 

So that Jones Point, we felt, was considered to be particularly im- 
portant, and that was our first approval. 

I mentioned that because those were the two actions of the Com- 
mission, and they were aimed at a very significant part of the traffic 
problem. 

Now I come to the next point, which is very significant : 

As we began to study this problem in its total aspects, we found that 
traffic was increasing very considerably; and our Commission, in an 
endeavor to determine how much traffic not merely was or wanted to 
come across the river today, but what would be the demand, say, in 
25 years, wanted to make a very thorough and scientific analysis, as 
complete as we could. And so, we made a contract with Wilbur Smith 
& Associates, who made a report on the subject. This is the only 
scientific study that has been made up to the present time. TI am go- 
ing to qualify that a little later, but this is the only complete scientific 
study made up to the present time of what that river crossing demand 
will be. 

To summarize, the Smith report made a forecast that we would need 
14 lanes of river crossing traffic by 1970 in addition to what we have 
now ; 14 additional lanes of river crossing traffic capacity. 

To meet this demand, and in response to the Commission’s request 
as to where that demand would come. the Smith report suggested a 
bridge at Roaches Run, which is just below the present railroad bridge, 
and a bridge either at Constitution Avenue or at Three Sisters. 

I think it is rather significant in this respect that the Smith report 

said “either /or”—either Constitution Avenue or Three Sisters. 

Subsequently, the Commission, in the light of the information re- 
ceived by this report, approved three things: It approved a bridge 
at Roaches Run. It approved a bridge between Key Bridge. up- 
stream between Key Bridge and the Chain Bridge. And the Com- 
mission also approved a bridge or a tunnel at Constitution Avenue. 

In other words, three crossings have been approved by the Com- 
mission. 

Now, without prejudice of any sort, I may say that the views of a 
substantial number of the Commission are that these bridges which 
complete the Inner Belt have the greatest of significance, because they 
afford this opportunity for bypassing. 

Tf we consider the Inner Loop as coming down, as we call it, the 
inner loop, within the District of Columbia at about 25th or 26th 
Street, that bypass opportunity will be there. But if we are thinking 
in terms of the, sav, northwest traffic to the Virginia area and we use 
the Intermediate Loop at Nebraska Avenue or at Three Sisters, we 
relieve considerable traffic flow and congestion within the central aren. 

As I say, I express that view deliberately. without prejudice to the 
Constitution Avenue crossing, because the Commission believes also, 
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supplementary to what Mr. Smith recommended, in a Constitution 
Avenue crossing. 

The reason for that is this: When the Smith report was made, the 
estimate for the future population of the metropolitan area was in 
the vicinity of 2 million people by 1980. Since that time, the District 
and its suburbs have been growing so rapidly that the present esti- 
mate for the future population of this area by 1980 is in the vicinity 
of 3 million people. 

Consequently, that means that our volume of traffic is going to in- 
crease, and it also means that the estimate made by Smith, of a mini- 
mum of 14 lanes across the river, or at least of 14 lanes across the river, 
is going to be an absolute minimum. 

There is another reason why the Commission approved the Consti- 
tution Avenue crossing, either bridge or tunnel, because this problem 
cannot be solved by one bridge or one tunnel. It is a multiple prob- 
lem which involves a number of crossings in order to reduce overcon- 
centration and to produce the required number of lanes that are going 
to be necessary to move all of the traflic across the river which is going 
to attempt to move across the river. 

Furthermore, while the Commission approved the crossing in ad- 
vance of the time when it had the studies of the Smith report, 1t wishes 
to take some early action. The Commission does not wish to delay, 
see further delay, in the matter and, therefore, believes that it would 
be advisable to have a crossing. 

I may say from a planning standpoint, also, we need facilities not 
merely for passing traffic around a central business district, but to 
feed into the central business district. 

Generally it is not possible to widen streets or to build expressways 
through the center of a business district: but where there 1s a good, 
wide thoroughfare such as Constitution Avenue, the Commission feels 
that it would be desirable to have a central entry which would permit 
traffic to come into more nearly the central part of the area, just as we 
have been developing K Street, for example. 

That brings me to the final point I wish to make, and it is a repeti- 
tion, perhaps, of a statement made earlier: that this is not a problem 
of a project. We must view it in the light of a program to solve our 
river crossing traffic problems, which should involve a program of 
construction which means, as we see it, a minimum of three crossings, 
possibly four. And in order to be as specific as I can as to the position 
of the Commission, I will repeat by saying that the Commission has 
recommended a bridge at Roaches Run: it has recommended a bridge 
or a tunnel at Constitution Avenue: it has approved a bridge at 
Nebraska Avenue; and it also, in another action, approved a bridge 
somewhere between Key Bridge and Chain Bridge. 

Now, whether that would be the Nebraska Avenue crossing or not 
remains to be seen. That location is indeterminate and is dependent, 
gentlemen, on two things: One is the question of engineering studies 
that have not yet been gone into; but another, which is probably even 
more or equally significant. is, as you may recall, the Planning Com- 
mission has received from the Congress during the past two years an 
appropriation of $400,000 with which we are engaged in a mass trans- 
portation study. 
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I would like to take just a moment or two more of your time to ex- 
plain the significance of it in relation to the whole traffic movement 
of which we are speaking. 

We have worked out in the greatest of detail our estimated 1980 
population distribution within the metropolitan area. Also, our land 
use. 

We also, or rather, there has been made, in cooperation with the 
several highway departments of Virginia, "the District, and Mary- 
land, a new O/D count, origin-destination count, so that by a com- 
bination of these three studies we will be able to determine that traf- 
fic productive capacity of various parts of the metropolitan area. 

That area has been divided into 465 unit districts, and with the aid 
of the modern types of machines for computing, we will be able to de- 
termine how much traffic can be expected to desire to move between 
any two of those 465 unit areas; and, by certain combinations on 
what we call corridors or channels, we Will be able to determine not 
merely what the demand will be, but where, approximately where, 
it will be. And in that way, we can also determine, to some extent, 
timing. 

Those studies will, of course, have a very considerable effect upon 
the order of the program of which I speak, of future river crossing 
traffic facilities. 

Thank you. 

Senator Frear. Are these fixed-span bridges? 

Mr. Barrnotomew. The Commission has taken no action on that 
subject, to the best of my knowledge. I would say that above Key 
Bridge, of course, there would be no consideration of a span. Below, 
I suppose they should be coordinated with the bridges which are there 
now, but the Commission has taken no action on the matter. 

Senator Frear. If you have a divided bridge, is there any way of 
using a greater number of lanes in one direction in the morning, and 
then reversing that for the outflow in the latter part of the d: ay, 
assuming that you had a 6-lane bridge; could you use 4 inbound in 
the morning and 4 outbound in the afternoon ? 

Mr, BarrHotomew. I see no reason why that could not be done, but 
the studies which have been made by the Commission did not con- 
template that. But I believe it could be done very readily, just as is 
done, for example, on the Queensboro Bridge in New York. 

Senator Frear. They must not have thought it was necessary, if 
they did not put it under study, and I was only asking for information. 

Mr. Bartuotomew. Well, I wouldn’t quite say we didn’t think it 
was necessary, sir. Let me say this: that the Commission took its 
first action without any knowledge of traffic at all. That was our first 
action. 

Our second action was taken after we had the Wilbur Smith report, 
and that gave us our first really complete analysis of traffic. 

Now we have a third situation, with a very complete new analysis 
coming up, and that may very clearly show that from the standpoint 
of rush-hour traffic, as General Prentiss indicated, there might well 
be given consideration to reverse traffic flow for rush-hour movements. 

Senator Frear. Do you have any questions, Senator Beall? 

Senator Brat. Yes, I have a couple of questions, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Bartholomew, you have given the opinion, I presume, of the 
Planning Commission. What is your own opinion, as a city planner, 
of a tunnel compared to a 4-lane or 6-lane bridge; and a 4-lane tunnel 
as compared to a 4-lane bridge ? 

Mr. BarrHotomew. You mean at the point under consideration at 
Constitution Avenue ? 

Senator Bratt. Yes. What is your personal opinion? What do 
you prefer, a tunnel or a bridge, 4 or 6 lanes ? 

Mr. Barrnotomew. Well, I would like to answer that question in 
this way: As a city planner, I believe that the bridges which feed 
directly into the north and south legs of the Inner Loop are of greatest 
significance; that is, the one above Key, we will call it Three ‘Sisters, 
and the Roaches Run. 

I think they have, in the long run, greater significance or as great 
as the Constitution Avenue crossing. 

As to the 4 versus 6, or bridge ¢ versus tunnel, I would answer the 
capacity question of 4 versus 6 lanes in this way: The street system 
which is there today could not absorb either a 4 or a 6. We have got 
to do something to prepare to receive that traffic. 

The first and important thing is the Inner Loop. After we have 
provided for the Inner Loop, which will take some of the traffic, we 
may have an overspill; and that caused the Planning Commission 
to consider those two horizontal red lines which are the Mall roads, so 
that that would come next. 

And I may say that if we go to a 6-lane—— 

Senator Bratt. Are you talking about a tunnel now, or a bridge, 
6-lane tunnel or bridge ? 

Mr. Barrnotomew. You see, as a city planner, I am trying to—— 

Senator Brau. Just tell us, without all the detail, what do you 
like, I mean the tunnel or the bridge; 6-lane or 4-lane? 

Mr. Barruotomew. I was trying to explain my answer. But I 
would say I don’t think we can provide for a 6-lane adequately without 
the connection which is shown at the top of that map, which is an 

{ Street connection, and I am opposed to the E Street connection. 

Senator Beaty. Then you like the four-lane best ? 

Mr. BarTHOLOMEW. Yes. 

Senator Bray. That is what I was trying to get. 

Senator Frear. The second question is: “Do you favor a bridge or a 
tunnel ? 

Mr. Bartnotomew. Well, I have expressed myself previously on 
that: that, this being a memorial area, I think it would be unfortunate 
to bring trucks into this area. And if we make this an interstate route 
and a bridge connection, as is proposed now, we would have to bring 
trucks, although I notice that on Arlington Boulevard there is a restric- 
tion on trucks at the present time. 

I am not familiar with the details of it, but the study which was 
made by our committee at the Planning Commission indicated, and I 
am satisfied personally with it, that we could build either a bridge or 
a tunnel. 

Senator Frear. Do I take it from that, you have no choice ? 

Mr. Barrnotomew. Because it is a memorial area, I would some- 
what favor the tunnel. 

Senator Bray. You favor the tunnel, then, over the bridge, under 
present circumstances ? 
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Mr. Barrnoromew. I would be inclined to, sir, because of the char- 


acter of the area. 
Senator Brat. Inclined to favor a tunnel ? ; 
Mr. BarrHotomew. Yes. ) 
Senator Brauy. Mr. Bartholomew, last week General Lane referred \ 
to a $52 million cost of the tunnel. Can you clarify that any, that 
cost of $52 million, where that came from ? ; 
Mr. Barrnotomew. No, sir. The Commission was first given an 
estimate of something like $90 million, and then it came down to $70 ( 
million, and subsequently it came to $50 million; and now Mr. Sing- 


stad gives us a figure of $25 million, and frankly, we have not had 
any experts who have given us figures whom we have employed our- 
selves, so that I am not in position to give you information. 

Senator Beaty. In your opinion, does not Mr. Singstad qualify 
as an expert ? 

Mr. BarrHoromeEw. Yes,sir. I have great confidence in him. 

Senator Bratt. Would you not be inclined to take his figures, his 
estimates, as being accurate when he told you he came here and spent 
weeks making a study ? 

Mr. Barrnotomew. Yes, sir: speaking as an engineer myself, I know 
none that are better qualified than Mr. Singstad. 

Senator Beaty. Thank you. 

Senator Frear. Thank you, sir. 

Without objection, certain insertions will be placed in the record. 

(The documents referred to are as follows :) 


THE COMMISSION OF FINE ARTS, 
Washington 25, D.C... April 16, 1957. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Fiseal Affairs of the Committee on the District 
of Columbia, United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR Brs_r: I appreciated the opportunity to appear before your 
committee. on behalf of the Commission of Fine Arts, at the hearing held on 
April 11, 1957, and to give our views with reference to pending legislation (S. 944 
and S. 1707) to build a bridge or a tumnel across the Potomac River in the vicinity 
of the Lincoln Memorial. 

TI was sorry that I was obliged to leave the hearing before Brig. Gen. Thomas 
A. Lane, Engineer Commissioner for the District of Columbia, entered the hear- 
ing room and testified on this subject. I learned afterwards that, in his state 
ment before the committee, on 8. 1707, he said: “This proposed bill also has the 
approval of the National Capital Planning Commission, and the designs for the 
structure have been approved by the Fine Arts Commission.” General Lane is 
laboring under a misapprehension as regards the action of the Commission of 
Fine Arts. The Commission has not approved designs for the bridge which 
would be authorized in the proposed bill S. 1707, or the bridge authorized in 
Public Law 704 which was enacted in 1954. 

As I said in my statement before your committee, the Commission of Fine Arts 
has not favored previous plans to build bridges in the area between the Lincoln 
Memorial and the Theodore Roosevelt Island. I also said that, while we were 
opposed to the location of the bridge in Publie Law 704, as enacted in 1954, this 
did not prevent us from cooperating since that time with the agencies involved 
in trying to get the best possible design for the bridge and its approaches, but 
no satisfactory design has so far heen developed. 

TI understand General Lane also made a statement as regards the esthetic 
values involved in the construction of the bridge proposed in S. 1707. The Com- 
mission of Fine Arts, as you know, was established by act of Congress in 1919 
and its terms of reference were further extended under subsequent Executive 
orders, including those of February 2, 1912, and July 28, 1921, which impose on 
the Commission the duty of advising Federal and District officials with reference 
to design in all questions involving matters of art with which the Federal Gov- 
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ernment is concerned and which, “affect in any important way the appearance of 
the city.” The Commission is aware of its duty in this respect; and I might add 
that it is particularly well equipped to give such advice at this time, as the 
membership includes three of the most distinguished architects in the country, 
Mr. Douglas Orr of New Haven, Mr. Wallace Harrison of New York, and Mr. 
William Perry of Boston. These members, with the other members of the Com- 
mission, are unanimously opposed to the construction of a bridge in the neighbor- 
hood of the Lincoln Memorial, Theodore Roosevelt Island, and the Tomb of the 
Unknown Soldier in Arlington. It seems obvious to the Commission that another 
bridge in this area would “‘affect in an important way the appearance of the city 
of Washington.” 

In order to keep the record straight, I would greatly appreciate it if you would 
be kind enough to include this letter in the transcript of the hearings before your 
committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
Davin E. FIntey, Chairman, 


COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, 
I)EPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS, 
Richmond, Va., April 9, 1957. 
SENATE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COM MITTEE, 
Room P-38, Capitol, 
Washington, D. C. 
(Attention: Mrs. Arlene Williams, clerk.) 

GENTLEMEN: The Virginia Department of Highways has endorsed a central 
Potomac River crossing at or near the proposed Constitution Avenue location. 
We have had an opportunity to review the preliminary plans for the revised 
location of the Constitution Avenue Bridge and we believe that the revised 
plan will provide adequate service to the Virginia traffic which might be expected 
to use the new structure. 

The approaches on the Virginia side appear to include connections to all im- 
portant roads and from information that has come to us, the estimated cost to 
Virginia will be within our ability to finance. 

It is indicated that the amount of work south of Arlington Ridge Road is 
approximately the same for either the bridge or the suggested tunnel and that 
the Virginia approach roads will provide substantially the same connections. 

Since it is recognized that Virginia has no jurisdiction north of Arlington Ridge 
Road, we feel that the question whether to provide a bridge or a tunnel should 
properly be determined by those who have such responsibility. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. A. ANDERSON, Commissioner. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
April 10, 1957. 
Hon. MATTHEW M. NEELY, 
Chawnan, Committee on the District of Columbia, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Drak SENATOR NEELY: I regard the scenic beauty of Washington as one of 
this Nation’s most precious assets and an inspiration to the thousands of visitors 
from every State in the Union, including many youngsters in their formative 
years, who come to the Capital each year. 

For that reason, I strongly oppose the construction of the proposed Theodore 
Roosevelt Bridge across the Potomac River, and favor the substitute tunnel 
project. 

I had hoped to be able to testify at the hearings your committee has scheduled 
for tomorrow on bills dealing with this matter, but find that other engagements 
will prevent me from doing so. It will be appreciated, therefore, if you would 
have this letter made a part of the record. 

With kindest regards, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
Prescorr Busn, United States Senator. 





ee ee ee a a ee ee 


82 CROSSING OF THE POTOMAC RIVER 


WASHINGTON, D. C., March 27, 1957. 
The Honorable MATTHEW M., NEELY, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on the District of Columbia, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR NEELY: I write to inform you that the District of Columbia 
Federation of Women’s Clubs, at its regular meeting, held Monday, March 25, 
unanimously endorsed the building of the 6-lane bridge, already endorsed by your 
committee, at Constitution Avenue. 

We hope that an immediate authorization will be made for this bridge so 
badly needed to alleviate the tremendous traffic problem which now exists at 
that point. 

The president of the District of Columbia Federation has authorized me to 
affix her name to this special delivery letter. We all rejoice that you are recoy- 
ering from your accident so successfully. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Mrs. Mary McCaty IMEs, 
President, District of Columbia Federation of Women’s Clubs. 
Anna Kelton Wiley 
Mrs. Harvey W. WILey, Consultant, Public Affairs, 
District of Columbia Federation of Women’s Clubs. 


RESOLUTION IN RE CONSTITUTION AVENUE BRIDGE 


Whereas there is pending in Congress H. R. 4366, to construct a 4-lane tunnel 
under the Potomac River, and H. R. 4367 to build a 6-lane bridge across the 
River, both to be placed at Constitution Avenue and the lower portion of Theo- 
dore Roosevelt Island ; and 

Whereas it is believed that a bridge would be cheaper to build than a tunnel, 
less expensive to upkeep, more serviceable in year-round weather, and more at- 
tractive than a hole in the ground for a tunnel: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the Petworth Citizens’ Association, in regular meeting, this, the 
19th day of February 1957, That it does oppose H. R. 4366 for the digging of a 
tunnel under the Potomac River, but that it does approve of H. R. 4367, for the 
building of a six-lane bridge across the River at or about the location designated, 
and that it does ask that the bridge be named the Theodore Roosevelt Memorial 
Bridge ; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to the chairman of the com- 
mittees of both Houses of Congress on District of Columbia legislation, the 
Board of Commissioners, and the Federation of Citizens’ Associations. 

MARION WEAVER, President. 

Attest: 

FLORENCE V. CRANER, Secretary. 

February 19, 1957. 


NIAGARA Fats, N,. Y., February 22, 1957. 
Hon. MATTHEW M. NEELY, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

The Sons of Union Veterans of the Civil War, incorporated by act of Congress 
and with nationwide membership, is very greatly concerned over the District 
Highway Department’s insistence upon intruding bridge in the area of great 
national memorials, thus detracting from the dignity of Lincoln Memorial and 
the Memorial Bridge which joins it with the Arlington National Cemetery and 
the one-time home of Robert E. Lee and will be a desecration of the Theodore 
Roosevelt Memorial and an insult with its approach road structures to the 
Marine Corps memorial and the proposed Freedom Shrine. We wonder if the 
personnel of the District Highway Department have no American patriotism. 
We therefore respectfully urge your committee’s recommendation of the bill to 
substitute a tunnel for the bridge. We are confident that the other organiza- 
tions affiliated with the Grand Army of the Republic would join in this request 
in there were time to fully inform them. 


Frep EB. Howe, 
Commander in Chief, Sons of Union Veterans. 
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CONSERVATION OF NATURAL RESOURCES DEPARTMENT, 
GENERAL FEDERATION OF WOMEN’S CLUBS, 
March 10, 1957. 


Re Senate bill 944. 


Hon. MATTHEW M. NEELY, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR NEELY: Our organization wishes to go on record in support of 
the tunnel at Constitution Avenue to preserve our national monuments which 
are the pride of every citizen of this great land. We are aware of the need 
for an additional trafficway across the Potomac; however, the tunnel would be 
most feasible. It would be a great tragedy should this beautiful area be de- 
secrated through highway cloverleafs. 

As chairman of the Committee for the District of Columbia, we urge your 
support. You will thus be helping a fellow constituent who was very happy to 
know that a West Virginian was chairman of this committee. 

May you be blessed with better health and many accomplishments. 

Yours sincerely, 
ELEANOR JEAN GUTHRIE, 
Mrs. Fleetwood L. Guthrie, 
Junior Chairman. 


WASHINGTON, D. C., April 15, 1957. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Fiscal Affairs, Senate Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, Room 345, Senate Office Building. 

DearR SENATOR BIBLE: I asked Colonel Shepherd if he would be agreeable to 
having his letter to the Evening Star, “View of Inner Loop,” published April 12, 
made a part of the official record of the current hearings you are holding on the 
proposed Potomac River crossing near Constitution Avenue. He said he would 
be very pleased to have this done. Inasmuch as he probably cannot be at the 
Wednesday, April 17, hearing, I offered to give you the letter and request that 
you place it in the official record. 

Colonel Shepherd’s analysis is the clearest statement to date of the impact 
on Washington of the proposed high-speed, truck and passenger, depressed 
traffic lanes next to Lincoln Memorial, and the irremediable bad effects of either 
a bridge or tunnel across the Potomac between Memorial and Key Bridges. 

For the record Colonel Shepherd’s address is 1511 33d Street NW. 

Sincerely, 
Mrs. CHARLES M. CiEGe, Sr. 


VIEW OF INNER LOOP 


In reality the inner loop freeway proposal is not for a single loop, but for a 
sort of figure eight, composed of an easterly ring around the Capital, crossing the 
Mall at about Fourth Street west, and a larger westerly ring bounded on the 
north by Florida Avenue and U Street, on the west by the Foggy Bottom area, on 
the south by Potomac Park and F Street SW and on the east by the Mall crossing, 
near Fourth Street. Within this last-mentioned ring are the White House, 
Washington Monument, Lincoln Memorial the “Federal Triangle,” Smithsonian 
Institution, Federal Reserve, State Department and George Washington Univer- 
sity campus. 

The proposed inner loop will be a completely grade-separated, high-speed, 
limited-access structure, for vehicles of all kinds, including trucks, which means 
that it will in certain parts be carried over existing streets, and in others de- 
pressed in open cuts or tunnels. Fortunately there will be more depressed 
stretches than ramps and overpasses, but to make room for the freeway, block 
after block of existing buildings will have to be condemned; it will all but quite 
unsightly, and enormously expensive, estimated in 1955 to cost upward of 
$272,677,000 of taxpayers’ money. I am not sure we are going to like the loop 
after it is bought and paid for. 

The west route of the inner loop has been planned to run generally through the 
Foggy Bottom area with connections to the bridge (or tunnel) which has been 
planned near the foot of Constitution Avenue, and to the Whitehurst Freeway, 
generally considered to be a part of the Route 240 connection. Foggy Bottom 
has the best available site for the proposed National Civic Auditorium and Cul- 








84 CROSSING OF THE POTOMAC RIVER 


tural Center, but on account of the inner loop this site cannot be used for this 
noble purpose. However, it has been determined in recent studies that the west 
leg of the loop can be shifted in such a manner as to provide building space for 
xeorge Washington University, a new apartment house development, a hotel, and 
several office buildings, Such shabby treatment of the cultural project is due to 
bias in favor of business, and failure to realize that the auditorium is not just 
another skating rink or boxing arena, but a great national institution destined to 
do for music and drama all that is done by the Smithsonian Institution in pro- 
moting public interest in science and art. Why, then, is this situation permitted 
to exist? 

The freeway is planned to pass west of the Lincoln Memorial as a 6-lane de- 
pressed facility, open to the sky except for a tunnel approximately 600 feet long. 
I believe that the noise and fumes generated by traffic, particularly trucks, using 
this route will be most objectionable. From Foggy Bottom to the Southwest 
development area, the projected route serves no important business or industry, 
nor does it connect with any major arteries until it reaches the center route, but 
it will harm irreparably Foggy Bottom, the quiet dignity of the Lincoln Me- 
morial, and the natural beauty of Potomac Park. Its justification is based on the 
necessity of providing an adequate highway link to the proposed Constitution 
Avenue bridge. which in my opinion has been planned to cross the Potomac River 
at the worst of all possible locations—where it will do the most harm esthetically 
and create the greatest traffic snarls. No matter how beautiful the bridge itself, 
its proximity to the Memorial Bridge makes the location entirely unsuitable. In 
order to connect the proposed bridge with the inner loop and with Rock Creek and 
Potomac Parkways, a costly interchange of amazing complexity will have to be 
provided. My advice is to put aside this blind, straitjacket type of thinking about 
the bridge, and consider, before it is too late, more rational alternatives. 
Proposals have been advanced to build a highway bridge downstream at Roaches 
Run, and another above Key Bridge at Three Sisters Islands opposite Arizona 
Avenue. Substitution of one or both of these bridges for the Constitution Avenue 
location would eliminate the necessity for the Foggy Bottom-south route of the 
inner loop, it would save the Lincoln Memorial, protect Potomac Park, and make 
available in Foggy Bottom all the sites required for rational development, in- 
eluding the National Civic Auditorium and Cultural Center. 


WILLIAM EpGar SHEPARD. 


New YorK, N. Y., April 12, 1957. 
The Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 
United States Senator. 
Washington, D.C. 


My Dear SENATOR: May I take this means of giving you my views on the prob- 
lem before your subcommittee of the District of Columbia Committee concerning 
a new bridge across the Potomac River. 

I feel that it would be a disastrous move, from the standpoint of the land- 
seape and monumental structures in the vicinity of Arlington National Ceme- 
tery, the Lincoln Memorial, and the Arlington Bridge, if another bridge should 
be built in that area. I particularly have in mind the proposal to build another 
bridge west of the Arlington Memorial Bridge, the center of which would he 
located near, or would touch Theodore Roosevelt Island. Our Theodore Roose- 
velt Association very reluctantly, in fact with utmost regret, acceded to a pro- 
posal to build a bridge that might impinge on the south end of the small island. 
We felt that if we withheld permission, as we had a right to do under the legisla- 
tion that established the island as a memorial to Theodore Roosevelt, we wonld 
be seriously criticized in the future if, because of our attitude, a bridge should 
be built nearer the Memorial Bridge. 

We have felt all along that a tunnel should be put under the river, not only 
to preserve the beauty of that section of Washington and to protect the land- 
scape, but also to facilitate the movement of traffic. While the tunnel would 
cost somewhat more than the bridge, it would be much more valuable in the 
direction of traffic and it would. in the long run, prove to be more satisfactory 
from every standpoint than another bridge. 

May I add that I have been following the planning of the city of Washington 
and its environs for over 30 years and that from 1929 till near the end of 1933 
TIT was a member of the National Capital Park and Planning Commission. T am 
also chairman of the board of the American Planning and Civie Association, 
which through its board of directors and its committee of 100, has supported 
the work of the Planning Commission through the years. I feel, therefore that 
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I have some knowledge, and perhaps some competance, to speak in support of 
the tunnel proposal and to express serious apprehensions that the bridge proposal, 
if adopted, would be a calamitous miscarriage of plans for our Nation’s Capital. 
Faithfully yours, 
Horace M. ALBRIGHT. 


AMERICAN SMELTING & REFINING Co., 
New York, N. Y., April 9, 1957. 
Hon, ALAN BIBLE, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR Brste: This letter is addressed to you as chairman of the com- 
mittee which has to pass on the matter of a tunnel, or a bridge, connecting Wash- 
ington, D. C., and Virginia. My interest in this matter stems from the fact that 
I am president of the Theodore Roosevelt Association, which was responsible for 
giving Roosevelt Island to the people of the United States. 

In December 1955 the association reluctantly agreed to permit a bridge to 
cross Theodore Roosevelt Island as the most acceptable solution to a bridge 
crossing between Washington, D. C., and Virginia in this area, since a bridge 
that did not cross the island would have permanently marred the area around 
the Lincoln Memorial. In going along with this proposal to have the bridge 
cross Theodore Roosevelt Island, the association indicated at that time that 
it would much prefer a plan for a tunnel since this would have the dual purpose 
of providing access for traffic across the Potomac, and would not interfere either 
with Roosevelt Island or more particularly with the Memorial area comprising 
the Lincoln Memorial and the Washington Memorial Bridge. 

From information which we now have received, it appears that the cost of a 
tunnel would not be as excessive as had been thought previously, and it is the 
firm belief of the association that the additional funds involved would be well 
spent since a tunnel would not spoil the beauty of the area for all time to come. 
Accordingly, the association would like to add its voice to those of the many 
proponents of a tunnel, including the Fine Arts Commission, on the basis that 
we believe irreparable harm will be done to the area by permitting a bridge to 
be built. 

I trust that your committee will find it possible to give this matter your favor- 
able consideration. 

Most sincerely, 
OscaR 8S. STRAUB. 


METROPOLITAN AREA TRAFFIC COUNCIL, 
Washington, D. C., April 8, 1957. 
The Honorable MATTHEW M. NEELY, 
Chairman, District of Columbia Committee, 
United States Senate O fice Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR NEELY: At its recent meeting of March 29, 1957, the Metropolitan 
Area Traffic Council unanimously expressed itself in favor of prompt enactment 
of necessary legislation providing for the construction of the southbound highway 
bridge and the construction of a bridge across the Potomac River in the vicinity of 
Constitution Avenue, in order that construction on these two structures may be 
initiated without further delay. 

Sincerely yours, 
ANTHONY L. ELLIson, 
Executive Secretary. 


Fort MYER HEIGHTS C1ITIzENS ASSOCIATION, 
Arlington, Va., April 11, 1957. 
Hon. MATTHEW M. NEELY, 
Chairman, Committee on the Disirict of Columbia, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Sir: The Fort Myer Heights Citizens Association of Arlington County, 
invites your attention to the extensive studies and recommendations that have 
been made regarding the location of a bridge between Key Bridge and Memorial 
Bridge, across the Potomac River. 
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The Arlington County Board appointed a citizens committee in 1953 to study 
and recommend the optimum location of a Potomac River crossing and a program th 
for highway improvement and traffic movement through Arlington County. This cle 
committee, after studying all the alternates, recommended the location of a 
bridge between Key Bridge and Memorial Bridge as of utmost urgency and di- 


rected attention to the fact that the rapidly increasing traffic required not less | 

than a six-lane bridge with approaches on the Virginia end connecting to the a 
George Washington Memorial Parkway, Jefferson Davis Highway, Arlington te 
Boulevard and Wilson Boulevard. The committee studied the comparative merits sty 


of a tunnel and concluded that equivalent access to these highways could not be 





provided by means of a tunnel and that only a bridge could answer the require- re 
ments. It was pointed out that a bridge also provided the more economical se 
solution. to 
The Arlington County Board on August 8, 1953, passed a resolution urging the 
immediate construction of a bridge in general accordance with the findings of wi 
the committee as outlined above. This resolution was sent to all of the interested 
individuals, including members of the Senate District Committee. 
The Fort Myer Heights Citizens Association is now advised of the consideration th 
by your committee of Senate bill 944 referring to a tunnel, and to Senate bill 1707 
pertaining to a bridge. This association is vitally concerned with the action of ta 
your committee in this detail and urgently recommends your support of the bill . 
providing for the immediate construction of a bridge. : 
Yours very truly, | 
LERoy F.. DEMING, Fi 
Chairman of the Executive Committee, Fort Myer Heights Citizens gre 
Association. 
Senator Frear. Mr.J.N. Robertson, Director, Department of High- 
ways, District of Columbia. re 
Mr. Robertson ? of 
U 
STATEMENT OF J. N. ROBERTSON, DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF 
HIGHWAYS, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA tir 
wi 
Mr. Ronerrson. Mr. Chairman. 
Senator Frear. You may identify yourself. CO 
Mr. Roserrson. My name is J. N. Robertson. I am Director of the vi 
Department of Highways, District of Columbia government. M 
Mr. Chairman and Senator Beall: I appreciate this opportunity th 
of appearing before you to testify in favor of S. 1707, which provides br 
for the construction of a 6-lane, fixed bridge in the vicinity of Con- 
stitution Avenue, and in opposition to 8. 944, which provides for the an 
construction of a 4-lane tunnel at the same location. we 
I have been with the Department of Highways for 40 years this 
month. During the 9 years that I have been Director of Highways, I ca 
have consistently worked to provide the District of Columbia with the 
most efficient and the safest highway system possible within the limits ha 
of budgetary considerations. ur 
This is my responsibility—to employ authorized public funds as be 
economically as possible; to provide the greatest service to traffic for Wi 
the least investment; and to preserve and maintain that, enormous in- ta 
vestment in our highway system. 
It has been proposed to this committee that a 4-lane tunnel should 
be constructed rather than a 6-lane bridge. Now, let’s look at the pl 


facts. 


The greatest consideration is that a six-lane facility is required at 
this location. A four-lane facility would provide a traffic bottleneck 
of the worst proportions. The Department of Highways is prepared U 
to accept the construction of a six-lane tunnel at this location provided th 
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the entire cost is assumed by the Federal Government, if that is the 
decision of the Congress. 

Senator Frear. Do the economics enter into your consideration ? 

Mr. Rosertson. Yes, sir, on an interstate system it does. It should 
be made clear, however, that on the basis of traffic, cost and main- 
tenance considerations, our strongest recommendation is for the con- 
struction of a 6-lane bridge. This recommendation is based on 3 
principal points which I will give you briefly, and my staff will pre- 
sent the details in later testimony with complete data with reference 
to a 6-lane tunnel and a 6-lane bridge. 

First, a 6-lane bridge would provide a greater service to traffic than 
would a 6-lane tunnel. 

Second, a 6-lane tunnel would cost approximately $30 million more 
than a 6-lane bridge. 

Third, the cost of maintaining a tunnel is greater than that of main- 
taining a bridge. 

I might say also, at this point, that as an official of the District of 
Columbia, I have been constantly aware throughout my career of the 
Federal character of this area; and, gentlemen, I was born here, third 
generation of the Nation’s Capital, five blocks from here. 

Senator Beat.. You are an unusual person. 

Mr. Roserrson. Our highways have been constructed with the 
realization that we have to serve not only the residents of the District 
of Columbia and the outlying suburbs, but all of the peoples of the 
United States. 

For example, I have repeatedly objected to proposals for the opera- 
tion of toll facilities across the Potomac River, the effect of which 
would be to tax the many millions of visitors to our Capital City. 

I should like to state to this committee that S. 1707 proposes the 
construction of a low-level bridge which will in no way obstruct the 
view from the Lincoln Memorial setting. The view from the Lincoln 
Memorial will be over the proposed Constitution Avenue bridge—and 
there it is, right to your left there—your right, to my left—and the 
bridge will become a beautiful part of the landscape adjacent to it. 

And just take a look at that picture. If that isn’t a beautiful bridge 
and an asset to it, I don’t know what it is. It certainly would out- 
weigh a tunnel. 

Senator Brauy. While we are looking at the tunnel, can navigation, 
can steamships, get up the river with that bridge there? 

Mr. Rosertson. That elevation which the United States Engineers 
have given us is 2414 feet at high water. Smoot’s equipment can get 
up there without any difficulty. The American Oil people will not 
be able to use their tankers about 4 months out of the year. They 
will be able to use their barges, but they will not be able to use their 
tankers. 

At low water, we have about 2714 feet clearance. 

Senator Beatz. Well, they are a business concern. Do you want to 
put them out of operation ? 

Mr. Rosertson. No, sir, I don’t want to put them out of operation. 

Senator Beati. What do you recommend ? 

Mr. Rosertson. We are recommending a fixed bridge, after the 
United States Engineers have had a public hearing and gone into all 
these facets, all these business enterprises. 

I would like to reiterate that the District of Columbia favors the 
construction of a fixed bridge at this location. With your permission, 
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Mr. Chairman, I would now like to set the record straight on various 
statements that have been made to this committee by proponents of a 
tunnel, 

My staff will point out to your committee why a 6-lane structure is 
urgently needed, and will clear up any doubts as to the capacity of 
the street system on the District side to handle the traffic from such a 
structure. 

Where is our loop plan? Bring that up. 

It should be emphasized at this point that the testimony which the 
Department of Highways will give to this committee relating to costs, 
traffic volumes, and traflic capacities, is the same testimony we gave 
to the House District Committee during both this session of the Con- 
gress and the last session. The bridge and tunnel costs we have given 
are precisely the same. There has never been any difference in the 
data given to the Congress by the Department of Highways. 

Mr. Chairman and Senator Beall, this is the inner loop; and one of 
you boys go over there and show where the bridge comes into the 
inner loop. 

You will see that we are intercepting the traffic which is coming over 
the bridge, and sending it north and south on the inner loop, dispersing 
it around the central part of the area. 

I should also like to state that many witnesses in behalf of the con- 
struction of a tunnel have expressed an opinion to this committee on 
traffic considerations; yet very few are actually qualified in the field 
of traffic analysis. 

In this respect, the esteem in which we hold Mr. Singstad is limited 
to his specialized field of tunnel design and construction; and he ad- 
mitted the other day when he was before you that he was not a 
traffic expert. 

Senator Bratt. Excuse me. At this point, since you referred to 
Mr. Singstad, you do not question his knowledge of the cost of tunnels, 
do you? 

Mr. Roperrson. No, sir. We go right along with him. We used 
his cost of tunnels, Senator Beall, and we used our cost of the ap- 
proaches, not someone else’s. 

As to traffic considerations, we feel that only those trained and ex- 
perienced in this field are qualified to give credible testimony to this 
committee. Our staff has the greatest working knowledge of existing 
traffic patterns, traffic assignments to future projects planned for the 
area, and capacity requirements of existing and proposed highway 
facilities. 

T would now like to develop the following facts: 

The plans developed by the Department of Highways for the Con- 
stitution Avenue Bridge definitely contain provision for vehicular 
and pedestrian access to Roosevelt Island, and our estimates of the 
cost of these access ramps for both pedestrians and vehicles amount 
to approximately $180,000. And we are planning to put, as re- 
quested by the Roosevelt Memorial Association, both ramps in, for 
vehicles and for pedestrians. 

Comparisons have been made purporting to show that tunnel ca- 
pacities are greater than bridge capacities. Reference has been made 
to the trans-Hudson River traffic at New York and the trans-Potomac 
River traffic at Washington. 
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Actually, figures of daily average traffic passage on bridges and 
tunnels, as presented to this committee, are meaningless. For ex- 
ample, here in Washington, we have a high peak load per hour during 
the morning and evening rush hours. The only valid basis of com- 
parison is what a traffic facility handles in the peak hour per lane, 
and this can be obtained simply by counting. 

The 1955 statistics show that vehicular crossings through the Lin- 
coln and Holland Tunnels were about 1,250 vehicles per lane per hour. 
In comparison, the Highway Bridge over the Potomac River passes 
up to 1,900 vehicles per lane per hour. 

If any of you gentlemen have traveled toNew York by car, you are 
probably aware of the fact that you have to wait at least a half hour 
on weekdays to 3 hours during the weekends to enter the Hudson 
River tunnels. 

It is the earnest desire of the Department of Highways to construct 
not only interstate facilities, but all tratlic facilities, so that they will 
be as efficient and safe as possible. My traflic engineers will point 
out to this committee why a four-lane tunnel would be just about 
the most inefficient facility to build at the Constitution Avenue location. 

Representations have been made to this committee as to the inability 
of the street system on the District side to handle the traffic which 
would issue from a six-lane bridge. This impression is not precisely 
correct. We are not proposing to dump this traffic on the existing 
street. system. 

Constitution Avenue Bridge has been planned in conjunction with 
our entire highway program, including the inner loop and various 
approach roads on the District side of the bridge, which will be ade- 
quate to handle the traffic. 

As a matter of fact, the projected approach system would be the 
best. approach system of any bridge along the river. And, I might 
say, these approach roads that we are planning on the District side 
are absolutely necessary to absorb the traffic we will be receiving in 
the future at this location. 

That is because the inner loop is being developed as an interstate 
facility, and route No. 50 in Virginia will be widened from a 4-lane 
highway to a 6-lane highway as a part of the Interstate System. 

With reference to the testimony of the Director of the National 
Park Service to this committee, I should like to make the followmg 
comments : 

First, he stated that a tunnel has the approval of the Bureau of the 
Budget. My understanding is that the Bureau of the Budget advised 
the Board of Commissioners of the District of Columbia and the 
Secretary of the Interior that a tunnel would be “acceptable.” The 
letter of advisement also states, however, that, from the point of view 
of fiscal considerations, there is no doubt that a bridge would be more 
economical to build and maintain. 

Secondly, it was implied to this committee that a four-lane tunnel 
has the approval of the National Capital Planning Commission. That 
is not correct. The Planning Commission approved either a 6-lane 
tunnel or a 6-lane bridge. 

Third, the statement was made that there is no acquisition of right- 
of-way necessary for the tunnel. In reality, a tunnel cannot function 
on the District side without the acquisition of additional land at a 
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cost of approximately $2,400,000. That is the Department of High- 
ways’ estimate. For a bridge, total right-of-way costs on the Dis- 
trict side would amount to the same. 

Fourth, with reference to the 16 points of agreement, I would like 
a comment on statements 8, 11, and 16, and disagree with statement 

4, 

Point No, 8 states that plans for a tunnel as developed and approved 
by the National Capital Planning Commission should be followed if 
a tunnel is constructed. The Planning Commission approved a 6- 
lane tunnel, agreeing with the need for a traffic facility of 6 lanes. 

Point No. 11 states that the west leg of the inner loop plan to serve 
the Potomac River segment of the city is still the subject for possi- 
ble relocation. I would like to state to this committee that any re- 
location of the west leg of the inner loop would have absolutely no 
effect on a bridge or tunne] location. 

Point No. 16 states that the advice of the Commission of Fine Arts 
should be sought and carefully considered. My understanding is that 
the bridge plan that the National Park Service is showing is the orig- 
inal plan approved by the National Capital Planning Commission. 
The Department of Highways’ present plan shows modifications, par- 
ticularly on the Virginia side, in eliminating the three-level structure. 
which resulted from consultations with the Commission of Fine Arts, 
just as the vehicular connection to Roosevelt Island was developed by 
consultation with the Theodore Roosevelt Memorial] Association. 

Point No. 14 states that only seven secondary structures are called 
for under the approved tunnel plan. I should like to point out that 
under the proposed tunnel plan approved by the National Capital 
Planning Commission there are 9 new secondary structures to be built, 
plus 2 existing structures to be rebuilt or, in effect, 11 secondary struc 
tures. This is in contrast to the seven claimed by the tunnel advocates. 

It is readily agreed that there are 14 secondary structures under the 
bridge plan. However, all are necessary to make the approach svs- 
tem function properly. Likewise, 11 structures on the tunnel plan are 
all necessary for the operation of the tunnel and its approaches. 

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a few 
additional comments on S. 944 before I turn this presentation over to 
mv staff. 

In effect, this amendment of the basic legislation would revoke the 
authorization to construct a six-lane bridge, which the Commission- 
ers of the District of Columbia, after many years of study, have deter- 
mined would best meet the needs of traffic. 

Your attention is also invited to the fact that the construction of a 
bridge at this location is a part of our approved highway system, its 
construction having been approved by the Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, the National Capital Planning Commission. the 
Commission of Fine Arts, the Bureau of Public Roads, and the Theo- 
dore Roosevelt Memorial Association. 

The chairman and members of this committee are familiar with 
Public Law 627, 84th Congress, approved June 29, 1956, known as 
the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956, which authorizes the appro- 
priation of ample funds to take care of the interstate highway needs 
of the various States and the District of Columbia. 
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The Constitution Avenue Bridge has been approved under this act 
as a part of the interstate highway network, and arrangements to 
finance its construction have already been made. 

The passage of S. 944 is, therefore, unnecessary, and is certainly not 
desired by officials of the District of Columbia Government whose re- 
sponsibility it is to provide facilities for movement of traffic within 
the District of Columbia. 

The bill poses a departure from established procedures under the 
system of Federal aid for highways. Under this system, the various 
States and the District of ¢ Seebin. in cooperation with the Bureau 
of Public Roads, are solely responsible for the planning and construc- 
tion of our highway facilities. 

This facility—the Constitution Avenue crossing—is a part of our 
highway network, and its planning and construction, including the 
approach ramps and roadways, should not be entrusted to other than 
those having responsibility for the development of the highway sys- 
tem within the District of Columbia. 

As pointed out above, the Congress has made ample funds avail- 
able for the construction of this facility as planned and approved. 

The enactment of S. 944 would provide for a facility which is con- 
trary to the approved plan. 

In view of all these inadequacies, my sincere recommendation to 
this committee is for disapproval of S. 944. 

This brings us up to date. My staff is now fully prepared to present, 
for your consideration, all of the facts, in detail, which we have devel- 
oped with regard to engineering, traffic, and cost of construction and 
maintenance. 

Mr. G. I. Sawyer, Chief of our Office of Planning, Design and En- 
gineering, will cover the problem of river and navigation requirements, 

Mr. D.S. Brinkley, our Chief Planning Engineer, will cover the vari- 
ous cost and traffic requirements. 

Mr. L. A. Rivard, Assistant Planning Engineer, will outline in 
detail the subject of bridge, tunnel, and street capacities. 

Mr. Chairman, may I now present to you Mr. G. I. Sawyer. 

If you have any questions, I will try to answer them, with the aid 
of my assistants. 

Senator Frear. Any questions? 

Senator Braut. Chief, of course we have no question about your 
ability, asa man and as an engineer. It has been my observation that 
you are sincere in everything you say and what you do. 

But we also have seen this i impasse reached where the Senate passes 
one type of bridge and the House passes another type of bridge. My 
question to you: In your official capacity, you can see how “hard it 
has been to get anything through here and getting the two bodies 
coordinated and agreeing upon something. W "ith that being the case, 
do you think it is sufficiently important that we go ahead and build 
a tunnel, or shall we just go ahead and keep on going as we are going? 

Mr. Rosertson. Senator, I would accept a Six- Jane tunnel right 
now, with the approaches that we have provided. 

Senator Beaty. That is all. Thank you. 

Senator Frear. Thank you. 

Mr. Sawyer? 
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STATEMENT OF G. I. SAWYER, CHIEF, PLANNING, DESIGN AND 
ENGINEERING, DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS, DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 


Mr. Sawyer. Mr. Chairman, my name is G.I. Sawyer. Iam Chief 
of the Office of Planning, Design and Engineering, Department of 
Highways of the District of C ‘olumbia. 

T would like to submit to you a copy of a report concerning naviga- 
tion clearances in highway bridges across the Potomac River above 
Hains Point. It is because of the factual content and the conclusions 
reached in this report that it is submitted for the record of this 
hearing. 

The report reexamines the navigation clearances in highway bridges 
across the Potomac River in the “light of additional information re- 
ceived in the last 21 months. In connection with this matter, the 
report further mentions how the operations of two commercial con- 
cerns could be adjusted at a cost to them far less than the cost to the 
general public of continued movable span bridges on this reach of 
the river. 

Furthermore, the report shows that the American Oil Co. has no 
property along the Potomac River above Hains Point. It obtains 
access to the Potomac River through the Federal-owned land under 
the jurisdiction of the National Capital Park Service. 

Yet this company expects the District of Columbia and the Federal 
Government to bear an additional cost of $5 million in the construc- 
tion of movable spans in bridges and $112,000 annually to maintain 
and operate these movable spans as a public subsidy for the $50 annual 
rental fee it pays the National Capital Park Service under a revocable 
permit. 

$36,000 of the amount of $112,000 is to maintain and operate the 
movable span of the Arlington Memorial Bridge which is under the 
jurisdiction of the N ‘ational Park Service. 

In view of these facts, we cannot recommend that Congress embark 
on a policy of subsidizing, in efiect, the American Oil Co. whose prod- 
uct is competitive in the Washington area. 

Also with respect to the report, I would like to state emphatically 
that the report shows conclusively that a fixed span on the Constitu- 
tion Avenue Bridge will not close the river traffic as was mentioned at 
this hearing last week. On the contrary, the fixed-span bridge will 
keep the Potomac River open to the permitted depth of the Corps of 
Engineers, which is 24 feet. 

The proposed vertical clearance of 24.6 feet above mean high water 
has been approved by the Corps of Engineers as meeting the naviga- 
tional requirements of this river. 

Mr. Thompson, Associate Superintendent of National Capital 
Parks, in his testimony before the Committee on the District of Co- 
lumbia of the House of Representatives, March 7, 1957, stated that in 
his consultation with the Corps of Engineers, he was led to believe that 
the channel could be adjusted from a 400-foot width to a 200-foot 
width, and from a 24-foot depth to an 18- to 20-foot depth. 

It is our understanding that only the river traffic which is now using 
the Potomac River can be adequately handled with this reduction in 
width and depth. It is also our understanding that the 400-foot re- 
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quirement has been created in order to allow ships to pass each other in 
the channel; and its purpose also is to permit ships to maneuver in 
the channel. 

Therefore, any future development of Georgetown Harbor requir- 
ing larger ships ‘than are now using this reach of the river could very 
well be restricted. 

H. R. 6763, introduced in the House of Representatives April 9, 
1957, by Mr. Broyhill, proposing a four-lane tunnel, also proposes 
that the depth be suitable to the requirements of the present naviga- 
tion only. I submit that this also is a restriction on Georgetown 
Harbor which is not contemplated in a fixed-span bridge. 

The Corps of Engineers is the controlling agency which is respon- 
sible for resolving the rights of various users of navigable rivers and 
fixing the required clearances. Since in their judgment they felt that 
the clearances proposed for a fixed-span bridge such as is proposed in 
S. 1707 met their criteria and were considered satisfactory, then there 
should be no question of navigation interference under this bill. 

And, while on Mr. Thompson’ s eT I would like to cite the 
history of the different costs which the National Park Service has 
placed on the exact same tunnel plan since congressional hearings 
started 2 years ago, 

Mr. Singstad has never varied from $22.5 million on the surface-to- 
surface cost figures. When the National ‘Park Service first estimated 
the approaches, they said they would cost $2 million. 

When a bill was submitted to the House of Representatives in 1956, 
they then increased their estimate to $3 million. 

Then, in Mr. Thompson’s testimony before the House District Com- 
mittee, March 7, 1957, he testified that the total for all secondary 
structures involved a total of $3,234,000. And for 4.5 miles of road- 

ray, he estimated an additional cost of $1,221,000. 

It is very significant that this approach figure is $4,455,000 and not 
$3 million. When this cost is added to Mr. Singstad’s tunnel cost of 
$22,527,000, it produces a total of $26,982,000. 

Mr. Thompson then claimed that if the channel requirements were 
reduced from a 400-foot to 200-foot width, and the depth from 24 
feet to 18 feet, it would save $1.5 million in tunnel construction costs. 
However, there is no record to indicate that Mr. Singstad agrees with 
that figure. 

Mr. Thompson subsequently subtracted that figure—the $1.5 million 
saving—from the approach costs, apparently to keep within the limita- 
tion of $25.5 millions authorized in the proposed bill. 

It snould be noted here that this figure still does not include the 
$2,400,000 of right-of-way costs on the District of Columbia side, 
which was mentioned by Mr, Robertson. 

When these costs are added to the $26,982,000, you get a total esti- 
mate by the National Park Service of $29,382,000, This figure has 
not been checked by the Department of Highways; we merely added 
the necessary right-of-way to the National Park Service estimates. 
But it certainly indicates that the $25,500,000 proposed in S. 944 is 
extremely low. 

At this hearing last week, the proposed tunnel across the Potomac 
River was compared with Dupont Circle Tunnel. As the structural 
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designer of the Dupont Circle Tunnel, I wish to state that this latter 
tunnel is not in the same category, either structurally or costwise, as 
the proposed Constitution Avenue Tunnel. 

In the first piace, the design loads at Dupont Circle are much lighter 
than those of the proposed river tunnel, and the construction details 
are much different. In fact, Dupont Circle Tunnel is more in the 
category of a long underpass rather than in the class of a river tube 
as has been constructed in New York City. 

With reference to the construction cost of a tunnel, I would like 
to offer a few comments. It has been said on numerous occasions by 
tunnel proponents that the District of Columbia has released many 
different tunnel estimates in connection with the river crossing at 
Constitution Avenue, and that some of these estimates are unrealistic 
and imaginary. 

It is unfortunate that these statements were made in such an irre- 
sponsible manner. Let me assure you that all tunnel estimates which 
have been released by the Highway Department were sound estimates, 
and were for tunnels at different locations involving different types of 
construction. 

When we produced a $91,812,000 estimate for a tunnel in line of 
E Street, Mr. Smillie of the firm of Smillie & Griffin—a noted New 
York tunnel authority—reported to the press that the estimate pre- 
pared by the District of Columbia appeared to be reasonable. 

Mr. Smillie, who is the designer of the third tube of the Lincoln 
Tunnel under the Hudson River, which is now under construction, is 
considered by many engineers as being one of the most progressive 
tunnel experts we have in this country right now. 

I have that plan here with me today to indicate to you the difference 
between it and the current location, and that is the plan you see right 
there on the board. This tunnel was in line of E Street. That is the 
tunnel whose estimate amounted to $91 million. It is a much longer 
tunnel than the tunnel proposed at Constitution Avenue, and the ap- 
proaches were more costly, and that is the tunnel whose estimate was 
backed up by Mr. Smillie. 

When Mr. Brinkley gives you cost figures for the operation and 
maintenance of a tunnel, these figures will represent estimates pre- 
pared by this same tunnel firm of Smillie & Griffin, of New York. 

Now the question might be asked, “Is the firm of Smillie & Griffin 
experienced and qualified to prepare estimates on the cost of main- 
tenance and operation of tunnels?” The answer is “Yes.” 

In fact, on its staff this firm has Mr. G. Reilly, who not only par- 
ticipated in the design of the Holland Tunnel, but also worked with 
the Port of New York Authority on the maintenance and operation 
of all of the port authority tunnels in New York City. 

It is obvious to those of us who design tunnels and bridges that a 
tunnel in Washington is not competitive with a bridge of the type 
required across our rivers. Let it not be said that the construction of 
a tunnel will compete in cost with the construction of a bridge, unless 
the bridge structure is in the category of the George Washington 
Bridge in New York City. 

When cost figures of a tunnel are produced in such a way as to make 
it appear as though a tunnel is within competitive range of a bridge 
of the type proposed for Constitution Avenue, such cost figures are in- 
tended to mislead the public. 
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Mr. Smillie, of the firm of Smillie & Griffin, of New York, once said 
that a tunnel is a luxury when compared in cost with a short-span and 
low-level bridge, and that is exactly what we were proposing at Consti- 
tution Avenue, a short-span and low-level bridge. 

At the present time, Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I would 
like to present to you Mr. Brinkley, who will discuss other aspects of 
the proposed trans-Potomac facility in the area of Constitution 
Avenue. 

Senator Frear. Do you have any questions? 

Senator Bratt. No questions. 

Senator Frear. Mr. Brinkley? 


STATEMENT OF D. S. BRINKLEY, CHIEF PLANNING ENGINEER, 
OFFICE OF PLANNING, DESIGN, AND ENGINEERING, DEPART- 
MENT OF HIGHWAYS, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA; ACCOMPANIED 
BY L. A. RIVARD, ASSISTANT PLANNING ENGINEER 


Mr. Brrnxiey. Mr. Chairman and Senator Beall, I am Douglas 
Brinkley, chief planning engineer in the Department of Highways. 

I would like to touch on several points, gentlemen, in a bit more 
detail than has been devoted to them thus far. 

First, the various traffic analyses that have dictated the capacity 
necessary for the crossing under consideration ; 

Second, the relative costs of the two types of structures; and 

Third, the ability of the street and highway system on both sides 
of the river to absorb the vehicular volumes that will be delivered by 
the new crossing. 

With respect to item No. 1, the traffic requirement at the Constitu- 
tion Avenue bridge location: I would like to call your attention to the 
fact that there have been 5 independent traffic studies made since 1952, 
all of which demonstrate the need for a 6-lane structure to accommo- 
date the traffic that demands a crossing at this point. 

Senator Breie (presiding). The Chair apologizes for being late. 
He had a bill on the floor of the Senate in which he had some vital 
interest, and they just terminated. I do apologize for being this late, 
and want to assure those of you who are here that I certainly will read 
the record which is made up today, because I am very much interested 
in this problem. 

You may proceed. Have you finished your official statement, sir ? 

Mr. Brrnkey. I have just begun. 

Senator Brats. You have just begun. 

Mr. Brrnxiey. Have you followed me to this point, Senator? 

Senator Beaty. You just proceed. 

Senator Brste. Proceed. 

Mr. Brinkxtey. I would describe these five traffic analyses, in order : 

No. 1. In July 1952, Modjeski & Masters, of Harrisburg, Pa., a 
nationally known firm of bridge engineers, reported to the Commis- 
sioners of the District of Columbia on the bridge needs along the Po- 
tomac River. The report recommended a new bridge in the vicinity 
of Constitution Avenue, and estimated that had a bridge been in place 
at the time the report was submitted, it would have carried an average 
daily volume of 48,500 vehicles. 

That was an immediate traffic assignment to an immediately needed 
project back in 1952. While this report did not contain a forecast 
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of future volumes on this crossing, it did specifically recommend that 
a six-lane structure be built, and stated that it soon would be filled to 
“ee: 

The second traffic study in February 1954, made by the Regional 
Highway Planning Committee, established the centroid of vehicular 
desire at a location across the Potomac River just upstream from the 
Arlington Memorial Bridge, or in the vicinity of Constitution Avenue. 
_ This report estimated that had a facility been available at that time, 
it would have carried in exeess of 43,000 vehicles per day. The Re- 
gional Planning Committee report, like the Modjeski & Masters re- 
port, did not forecast future volumes, but indicated a 6-lane bridge 
to allow for the normal growth of traffic. 

The third study, also made in 1954 by the District of Columbia 
Department of Highways after an intensive study of new data, found 
that a demand existed at that time for a bridge at Constitution Ave- 
nue or in the immediate vicinity, and that there was a crossing de- 
mand for 47,000 cars. The Highway Department projected their data, 
and found that in 1970 this demand would increase to 65,000 daily; 
and in 1980, to 75,000 vehicles daily. 

The fourth study was made in 1955, another independent traffic 
analysis under the direction of DeLeuw, Cather Co., of Chicago, one 
of the country’s outstanding firms in the transportation field. They 
were employed by the District Commissioners and, after appropriate 
study, reported that in 1980 a Constitution Avenue bridge would carry 
an average daily load of 75,000 vehicles. 

The fifth and last study, also made in 1955, also an independent 
analysis made by a firm of consulting engineers well experienced in 
the traffic field, but this time employed by the National Capital Plan- 
ning Commission, the firm of Wilbur Smith & Associates, of New 
Haven, Conn., in their report to that Commission forecast that 75,000 
vehicles per day would cross a Constitution Avenue bridge. 

Here then, is evidence gathered by five different groups, all well- 
qualified, competent traffic engineering organizations, all working in- 
dependently of the others, but all arriving at the same conclusion : that 
a traffic facility constructed at or in the vicinity of Constitution Ave- 
nue must contain six traffic Janes. 

I would like to make this remark at this point with reference to a 
statement made by Mr. Bartholomew preceding me, to the effect that 
the Wilbur Smith estimate, the No. 5. study that I referred to, was the 
only scientific study conducted on this matter, and stated that he 
would qualify that statement later on in his testimony. 

I feel that there is no qualification. I contend all of the five studies 
made were scientific studies based on the best scientific methods known 
to the trade today. 

I have several exhibits that I would like to present. 

No. 1 is a chart which shows graphically the results of the studies 
I have just recited. 

Senator Brste. Is that the same study of which you furnished us 
these copies here? 

Mr. Brinxtey. Yes, sir. You have photographs of all of the ex- 
hibits before you that I am going to talk about. 

Senator Bree. Very well. 

Mr. Brrnxury. The vertical lines here show the capacity of a 4-lane 
tunnel, a 6-lane tunnel, a 4-lane bridge, and a 6-lane bridge. 





CROSSING OF THE POTOMAC RIVER 97 


The horizontal bars show the traffic volumes that would have used 
Constitution Avenue crossing as far back as 1952, and a forecast to the 
year 1980. 

It must be made clear at this point that when this crossing, the pro- 
posed Constitution Avenue crossing, is carrying its capacity of 75,000 
vehicles daily, all other central bridges in the area will be operating 
at their full capacity, also. 

You will notice there is a substantial difference in the capacity of 
a bridge and a tunnel of an equal number of lanes. For example, a 
6-lane ‘bridge at this location has a designed capacity of 75,000 cross- 
ings daily; and a 6-lane tunnel, a capacity of only 60, 000 units of 
traffic, a reduction of 20 percent in the case of the tunnel. 

The reason for that is quite simple. A tunnel at this location can- 
not be constructed with less than 5 percent grades on the tubes emerg- 
ing from under the river. 

On the Vi irginia side of the river, this grade must be sustained for 
a distance of 1,500 feet; on the District side, for a distance of 1,000 
feet. 

While 5 percent grades do not materially affect traffic when it is 
limited to passenger vehicles, it does substantially affect it when com- 
mercial vehicles are introduced into the stream. 

Now going back for a moment to the several traffic studies I have 
described, let us discard the conclusions advanced by the 2 groups 
which made no forecast into the future volumes, and summarize the 
findings of the 3 which did. 

First, the District of Columbia Department of Highways’ analysis 
shows we must prov ide a structure capable of carrying an average 
daily traffic load of 75,000 cars; 

Second, the DeLeuw, Cather Co., employed by the District Com- 
missioners, confirmed the findings of the Highway Department, stat- 
ing that the average daily traffic at Constitution Avenue would be 

5,000 vehicles; 

And third, the Wilbur Smith Co., employed by the National Capi- 
tal Planning Commission, also reported that the daily volume at Con- 
stitution Avenue would average 75,000 vehicles. 

It is most important to note that there is no disagreement between 
the consultants employed by either the District of C ‘olumbia or by the 
National Capital Planning Commission. Without exception, their 
opinion is that whatever structure is built at Constitution Avenue, it 
must serve at least 75,000 vehicles daily. 

Therefore, it is clear that we must build a 6-lane crossing at this 
location. 'To consider anything less would be engineeringly and eco- 
nomically unsound, and a breach of our responsibility to the motoring 
public of the metropolitan area of Washington. 

At this point, it is most important that we clear up the matter of 
approach capacity on both sides of the river. 

In spite of statements to the contrary, the street and roadway ca- 
pacity approaching this proposed structure has been planned to accept 
not only the full 6-lane traffic volumes anticipated on the new struc- 
ture, but also the full capacity of the Arlington Memorial Bridge. 

This balance of capacity between the two structures and the ap- 
proaches leading to them was very carefully worked out to the satis- 
faction of everyone, including a special committee of the National 
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Capital Planning Commission whose responsibility was to resolve 
all of the elements of the crossing problem. 

The Highway Department, being convinced of the need for a six- 
lane structure, but for the moment not pressing its preference for a 
bridge, has prepared site plans for both a tunnel and a bridge. 

The approach services are the same for both, and are shown on these : 
two large drawings, the first being the tunnel location, generally along 
the southern tip of Theodore Roosevelt Island connecting to the west 
leg of the inner loop, Constitution Avenue, Memorial roadways, E 
Street; and on the Virginia shore, into Arlington Boulevard, Wilson 
Boulevard, George Washington Memorial Parkway, and Jefferson 
Davis Highway. 

The disadvantages to the tunnel are the 5 percent grades that must 
be constructed in the emerging tubes, and the unwarranted cost. 

The cost as estimated by the Department of Highways is $47,842,000. 

On the next exhibit, the bridge plan, and slightly at a different loca- 
tion, upstream several hundred feet, the same approach service on 
both sides, the advantage being greater traflic-carrying capacity, and 
costs within the limits of our budget. 

We have 2 cost estimates on bridges, 1 for a prestressed concrete 
bridge, a rendering of which you see on your right, $15,550,000; and 
a steel bridge, $18,699,000. 

I must remind you once again that the approach service to both the 
bridge plan and the tunnel plan, is exactly the same on both sides, 
and they are both six-lane structures. 

Senator Bratz. Was the approximate cost, taking in the approach 
system on both sides, whether it was for a tunnel or a bridge, was that 
approximately $17 million? 

Mr. Brrnxtey. Approximately. It depends on where you stop your 
approaches. That has been brought before this committee in previous 
testimony. 

The approaches we have included in these estimates are sufficient 
to make the bridge function satisfactorily. That is, it will accept and 
disperse all six lanes of the traffic on the bridge. 

My next exhibit is a bar chart showing the relative costs between 
the 6-land tunnel and the two 6-lane bridges on another important 
item, that of the maintenance of these structures. 

The annual maintenance and operating costs of the two types under 
consideration are as follows: For the cheaper concrete bridge, they 
would cost us $10,000 a year to maintain, this is a fixed span structure, 
of course: On the more expensive bridge, the steel bridge, an annual 
cost of $14,000 for maintenance; And on the 6-lane tunnel, an annual 
maintenance cost of $310,000. 

These maintenance figures, as Mr. Sawyer pointed out to you, were 
prepared for the District of Columbia by the firm of Smillie & 
Griffin, an outstanding tunnel authority in New York City. 

The difference is very clearly demonstrated here, that the less ex- 
pensive concrete bridge could be maintained 31 years for the same 
amount of money it would cost us to maintain and operate the tunnel 
for a single year. 

Senator Bratz. What was that statement again ? 

Mr. Brinxiry. The maintenance and operation of the cheaper 
bridge at $10,000—we could maintain and operate that type of bridge 
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for 31 years for the same amouut of money that it would cost us to 
maintain and operate the tunnel for a single year. It is $10,000 as 
against $310,000. 

“Senator Braue. All right. 

Mr. Brinkury. Surely, then, the two types of structures, when they 
are compared on the basis of construction costs, traffic service, and 
maintenance, there appears to be no logical support for a tunnel. The 
yublic stands to gain in every department by the construction of a 
be ‘idge at Constitution Avenue. 

Certain of the tunnel proponents have stated that the Highway De- 
partment has quoted several different estimates for the construction 
of tunnels. This might be a little repetitious of the statements Mr. 
Sawyer made, but I think they bear repeating. They are obviously 
trying to create the impression that we are not quite sure what a tunnel 
might cost. 

The simple truth of the matter is that the several estimates quoted 
for tunnels were at different locations, and for different types of con- 
struction, but each of the estimates was reasonable and appropriate 
for the structure under consideration. Whatever else may be said 
for or against the Highway Department, we have never been uncertain 
or erratic with respect to cost estimates for the two types of structures 
being considered in this hearing. 

Senator Brere. If I may interrupt you might at that point, if my 
memory is good, I have the impression that the testimony at the last 
hearing was something to the effect that the cost of a 6-lane tunnel was 
$33,500,000. 

Mr. Brink.ey. The Singstad estimate was $32,500,000. 

Senator Bisie. $32,500,000. 

Mr. Brinkuiry. That was for the tunnel structure alone, not for the 
approaches, 

Senator Braie. $47,842,000—— 

Mr. Brinkuey. For the approaches. 

Senator Bisie (continuing). Which you project, is for all the ap- 
proaches as well ? 

Mr. Brinker. That is right. 

Senator Bratu. How about the approaches in these other figures? 

Mr. Brinker. The approaches are all in there. 

Senator Beaty. All in there? 

Mr. Brinkuey. I will give you a little finer breakdown on my next 
exhibit. 

Senator Brete. The $47,842,000 is everything shown on the map? 

Mr. Brinktey. Everything, the complete facility, operating to the 
fuil capacity of the river. 

Senator Beaty. And $15,500,000 is a complete facility ? 

Mr. Brrvkiry. Yes. They are comparable in every respect. 

In an effort to combat the misinformation which appears to have 
been given to the committee in the past, we submit these figures to 
you, and we would like to have you have them checked by any firm, 
any individual, that you might have complete confidence in. 

The cost of the structures alone, on which there is very little differ- 
ence of opinion, very little controversy, the Constitution Avenue 
bridge between abutments, that is, from shore to shore, just the struc- 
ture, as indicated in a little picture in the center, that steel structure 
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which we do not have a rendering of, is $7,900,000, a fixed span] bridge; 
and the prestressed bridge that you do see the renderi ing of, $4,751,000 ; 
the cost of the appro oaches to either br idge being the : same, or in the 
neighborhood of $11 million. 

Now, the $11 million added to each of these figures gives you the 
2 figures you see at the top of the bridge plan. 

The tunnel estimates, in the lower figure, show the same estimate of 
$32,500,000, which is within 10 percent of the Highway Department 
facility, the estimate we submitted, at $36,685,000. Using that figure, 
and having the cost of the approaches, we come to this figure. 

If we accept Mr. Singstad’s estimate of $52,500,000, and we are 
inclined to do so, and add the cost of the approaches, it reduces that 
figure from $47,842,000 to $43,657,000, in any event considerably higher 
than either of the br idge plans that we are presenting to you. 

Probably the most question: ible statement made in previous testi- 

mony to this committee was to the effect that approaches to the tunnel 

could be built for $3 million. We have gone over our estimates for 
approaches a dozen times. We are unable to get them below $11 
million. We don’t know how the Interior Departme nt can possibly 
build them for $3 million. 

Senator Brste. You are talking about a 4-lane tunnel or 6-lane 
tunnel ? 

Mr. Brinxiey. Either one, sir. Of course, the approaches to a 
4-lane tunnel would be slightly less in cost, because the amount of 
materials, the amount of gr rading, excavation, and that sort of thing, 
would be less. But it could not possibly be very much under $10 
million. 

Senator Brsite. Was there testimony that for a four-lane tunnel it 
amounted to approximately $3 million ? 

Mr. Brinker. Yes, by Mr. Thompson. 

Now, it is true that the estimate giv-n to you by the tunnel pro- 

onents was for the approaches for a four-lane structure. The figures 

_ have given you were for six-lane, whether it be bridge or tunnel. 

However, the difference in cost between the two would be slight, as I 

have said, because the only savings would be in materials and ex- 
vation. 

I repeat that the only figures to compare at this time are the ones 
for the main facility, and those are very clearly shown on our chart. 

Whichever of these facilities is constructed, if it is a six-lane cross- 
ing, the approaches must cost in the neighborhood of $11 million. 

That concludes my testimony, Mr. Chairman. 

I have my assistant, Mr. Lloyd Rivard, who will take just a few 
moments of your time to describe in some detail the traffic assignments 
to this bridge and to the approaches in order to satisfy your concern 
with reg ard to the ability of the approaches to take on this traffic load. 

Senator Bree. I am certainly very happy to hear from Mr. Rivard. 
However, my attention has been called to the fact that Mr. Wirth is 
here, and he does have a firm 4:30 appointment he could not very 
well miss; and, with your indulgence on that point, I am going to hear 
Mr. Wirth out of order, and then we will return to Mr. Rivard after 
we have heard Mr. Wirth. 

Senator Bratt. Mr. Chairman, one question before we get away 
from this. : 
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I would like to ask either the witness or Mr. Robertson, or the mem- 
bers of his staff, if he does not want to answer it, perhaps some member 
of his staff will answer it: Last week a Colonel Hanson, a member of 
the Marine Corps, Marine Memorial Committee, I believe it was, said 
that from the standpoint of defense, in case of an air raid, the tunnel 
would be better for serving defense purposes than a bridge, it would 
be better protected because the water would be covering it. 

We are all more or less defense-minded. I wonder if you or any 
of your staff want to comment on that statement made by Mr. Hanson. 

Mr. Sawyer. At the last hearing before the District Committee— 
my name is Mr. G. I. Sawyer. 

Senator Brate. You may proceed, Mr. Sawyer. You previously 
testified ¢ 

Mr. Sawyer. Yes, I did. [Continuing.] A representative of the 
Keystone Automobile Association testified and gave some data which 
proved conclusively that a bridge was better suited, was a better facility 
to have in case of an air raid. I believe he said that during a bombing, 
if a bomb would hit in the vicinity of the tunnel 

Senator Beatit. Where was that testimony ? 

Mr. Sawyer. In the House of Representatives. 

Senator Brau. I see. 

Mr. Sawyer. And he had some data to substantiate his statement, 
based on experiments and research work which had been carried out. 

It is my recollection that if a bomb hits in the vicinity of a tunnel, 
the concrete inside of the tunnel will break up into small particles 
and fly in all directions, which is more detrimental to people in the 
tunnel than it would be if you had a bridge structure. 

I could probably read his statement, if I may. 

Senator Brste. Is it a very long statement ? 

Mr. Sawyer. No. 

Senator Brete. I was going to suggest that you would be at liberty 
to put the statement in full in the record, if you like. 

Mr. Sawyer. All right. (Continuing.) 

At that time, in February 1952, I collected information from the 
Port of New York Authority, Mr. C. J. Kushell, Jr., director of 
finance, and Mr. George E. Spargo, general manager and secretary 
of the Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority. 

In addition thereto, I C@iscussed the matter personally at some 
length with the late Sir Pierson Frank, of London, England, where 
Sir Pierson at that time headed his own engineering firm specializing 
in major bridges and tunnels and dams. Sir Pierson during World 
War II was in charge of maintenance and communication in London 
during the blitz, and was knighted for his eminent service in connec- 
tion therewith. I specifically asked Sir Pierson to describe to me his 
experience with the effect of bombs on both bridges and tunnels. He 
made it quite clear to me that he preferred bridges to tunnels when 
such bombing as was experienced 1n London was to be encountered. 
He pointed out that their tunnels and underwater tubes were frac- 
tured, leaked, and became totally inoperative whenever a bomb fell 
anywhere close by, and due to the shock of the explosion communi- 
cated by the water, even though the structure itself was not directly 
hit. : 

In discussing bridges, Sir Pierson pointed out that it was rare that 
a direct hit would fall on a suspension cable or upon a major girder, 
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and that holes in the floor and other portions of the bridge would in no 
way incapacitate the bridge for any considerable length of time, re- 

airs could easily and promptly be accomplished. 

That is the end of it. 

Senator Brstz. Fine. Thank you very much. 

Did you have any further questions ? 

Senator Bray. No questions. 

Senator Brsie. If you will, please, let us have a full copy for inser- 
tion in the record. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM S. CANNING, ENGINEER-DIRECTOR OF THE KEYSTONE 
AUTOMOBILE CLUB, PHILADELPHIA, PA. 


Mr. Canning. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am William S. Canning, for 29 
years engineering director of the Keystone Automobile Club of Philadelphia, Pa. 
I am a registered professional engineer in Pennsylvania, a member of the Institute 
of Traffic Engineers, the Society of Professional Engineers, and the Engineer 
Society of Pennsylvania. Since before 1916, I have been continuously engaged in 
highway and traffic engineering, I have been a city engineer, county engineer, 
State highway maintenance and construction engineer in three highway depart- 
ments. 

While not claiming to be an expert in bridge and tunnel construction, it has 
been my duty, as a part of my employment for the Keystone Automobile Club, 
to collect information, prepare reports, and formulate policy in just such a matter 
as is now before this committee in connection with the construction of either a 
bridge over or a tunnel under the Delaware River between South Philadelphia, 
Pa.. and Gloucester, N. J. 

At that time, in February of 1952, I collected information from the Port of 
New York Authority, Mr. C. J. Kushell, Jr., director of finance, and Mr. George 
E. Spargo, general manager and secretary of the Triborough Bridge & Tunnel 
Authority. 

In addition thereto, I discussed the matter personally at some length with the 
late Sir Pierson Frank, of London, England, where Sir Pierson at that time 
headed his own engineering firm specializing in major bridges, tunnels, and 
dams. Sir Pierson, during World War II, was in charge of maintenance of com- 
munications in London during the blitz and was knighted for his eminent service 
in connection therewith. 

I specifically asked Sir Pierson to describe to me his experience with the effect 
of bombs on both bridges and tunnels. He made it quite clear to me that he 
preferred bridges to tunnels when such bombing as was experienced in London, 
was to be encountered. 

He pointed out that their tunnels and underwater tubes were fractured, leaked, 
and became totally inoperative whenever a bomb fell anywhere close by, due to 
the shock of the explosion communicated by the water even though the structure 
itself was not directly hit. 

In discussing bridges, Sir Pierson pointed out that it was rare that a direct 
hit would fall on a suspension cable or upon a major girder and that holes in 
floors or other portions of the bridge would in no way incapacitate the bridge 
for any considerable length of time. Repairs could easily and promptly be 
accomplished. 

Mr. Spargo of the Triborough Bridge & Tunnel Authority supplied me with 
a comparison of the total operating expenses of tunnels as compared with bridges, 
The information referred to the year 1951. Their 2 tunnels combined incurred 
total operating expenses amounting to about 6.3 cents per vehicle. The 5 bridges 
ae incurred total operating expenses amounting to about 2.2 cents per 
vehicle. 

Mr. C. J. Kushell, Jr., of the Port of New York Authority, stated that “the 
experience of the Port Authority indicates that the operating and maintenance 
expenses of a bridge are substantially less than that of a tunnel.” 

For the year 1951, the operating expenses of the Holland Tunnel were in ex- 
cess of $3,500,000, the Lincoln Tunnel, about $2,700,000, and the George Washing- 
ton Bridge, about $1,900,000. ; 

On the basis of this information and other collected from other sources, I 
compiled a scorecard of factors favoring the bridge over the tunnel. That 
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scorecard is as follows, which shows factors favoring the bridge over the tun- 
nel and a comparison of them. I quote from that scorecard at this time. I 
first considered the factor of the cost of construction, that is first cost and 
construction time. The information on these two items is derived from the 
engineer’s estimate as reported in the newspapers, and the factors favored the 
bridge. 

The possibility for expansion, as was done on our own bridge, the Delaware 
River Bridge, that factor favored the bridge. 

Claustrophobia : That was an intangible factor which was quoted and discussed, 
but it is of little importance, I should say——but it was certainly in favor of 
the bridge as against the tunnel. I am inclined to discount that factor very 
considerably at the present time because there are so many tunnels that few 
people give it important consideration. 

Damage by fire: In this case there is no question that the factor favored the 
bridge. I know of no fire on the Delaware River Bridge or the Tacony-Palmyra 
Bridge, which has caused any considerable interruption of traffic. We have heard, 
however, of a damaging fire in the Holland tunnel. 

Vulnerability to bombing: I have just mentioned as a factor favoring the 
bridge in conversation with Sir Pierson Frank. The collapse of the structure 
blocking the river, it is just plain commonsense to figure that that factor would 
favor the bridge. 

Maintenance and operating costs: The data as reported in the letter from the 
Delaware River Bridge Commission, and from the Triborough Bridge & Tunnel 
Authority, and also from the Port of New York Authority to summarize, unless 
there is an overwhelming objection from the esthetic point of view or from the 
Army and Navy, it would appear that the dominating factors favor a bridge. 

There are two limiting considerations: That the structure shall be high enough 
to provide for uninterrupted movement of traffic crossing the bridge and at the 
same time permit the use of the river channel to vessels of the type which may 
use the channel or shall be of movable space construction as may be needed. 

That the approach grades be moderate enough to permit their ascent by the 
heaviest trucks at a speed sufficient to move traffic expeditiously and without 
the necessity for trucks to pull out of line to pass on ascending grades, thereby 
blocking the passenger car lines and dragging long lines of vehicles up a grade. 

In further support of the position which we assumed on the basis of the 
study described, I am attaching hereto a copy of the Keystone Motorist of 
March 1952. On pages 1 and 5, there has been marked in red the expressed 
opinion of the president of the Keystone Automobile Club, Mr. J. Maxwell 
Smith. This can be considered to be the official position of the club. 


Senator Brete. Mr. Wirth? 


STATEMENT OF CONRAD L. WIRTH, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL PARK 
SERVICE—Resumed 


Mr. Wirrn. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity of being 
here to say a few more words on the subject. I thank the Highway 
Department for taking up their time. 

I was interested in this bomb question, because I remember being 
told—I wasn’t there—that the tunnel at Antwerp, the English tried to 
blow it up when they were retreating, and couldn’t do it, and it was 
the only crossing the Germans had left to use. 

That when the Germans retreated, they tried to blow it up, and 
they couldn’t blow it up, either. It blew out at each end. And that 
was the only crossing they had. 

But I don’t pose as an expert on that subject. I would not want 
to be in either one when a bombing is taking place if I could help it. 

I felt, Mr. Chairman, I would like to make just a very short state- 
ment here in clarifying just a few things that came up the other day 
in the hearing, in sort of a short rebuttal. 

I know this hearing can get into all kinds of arguments, who did 
and who didn’t, and so forth. But there are a few facts that I think 
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ought to be corrected, or at least I believe it would be well to have them 
in the record so that you can make a decision one way or the other as 
to what was what. 

For instance, I have before me today the letter of April 16 ad- 
dressed to you from Mr. Finley, of the Fine Arts Commission, in 
which he states very briefly that he wasn’t here when General Lane 
made his presentation, but he heard later that he made certain com- 
ments about the Fine Arts Commission, and I would like to read two 
short paragraphs in here to get that into the record. 

Senator Breie. I understand through counsel that Mr. Finley’s let- 
ter has already been incorporated in full in the record; is that correct ? 

Mr. Wirtrn. Well, the main point of it is that Mr. Finley said: “I 
never have approved either one of the bridges in that connection, and 
I have always been for the tunnel.” 

I would also like to correct the record to the extent that Secretary 
McKay never did approve a bridge across the Potomac River, Secre- 
tary McKay did go along with others in saying that if a bridge was to 
be built, this other location on Roosevelt Island was far more accept- 
able or better, and would do less damage than the one that is now on 
the lawbooks which is down below Roosevelt Island. 

Senator Brste. I think we have his official report on that subject, 
and I suppose the report will certainly speak for itself as to what he 
said on it. 

Mr. Wirtn. That is right. I think it will speak for itself. 

And also, the letter from the Bureau of the Budget, which I in- 
corporated, dated April 11, will give the Bureau of the Budget’s ap- 
proval of the Secretary’s position for the tunnel versus the bridge. I 
think that is clear. 

I would like to say one other thing regarding the committee that 
General Lane referred to, about approving the bridge, and approving 
the tunnel. That was known for some time here, because it was mixed 
up with the Southwest area, too, as the Wirth committee, which Gen- 
eral Lane, Mr. Zach, Mr. Spellman and I were on. 

We were given the responsibility by the Planning Commission to 
make a determination as to the feasibility of the approaches to both 
the bridge and to the tunnel. We did not make any recommendation 
as to whether it should be a bridge or a tunnel. It was a question: 
Here is a proposed tunnel; here is a proposed bridge. Is it possible 
to get the approaches to them ? 

The answer was “Yes” in both cases, and General Lane signed the 
report approving that if a tunnel is to be built, the approaches to the 
tunnel are feasible, and the same way with a bridge. We were all in 
accord. ‘There was no dissenting vote. 

So that is the thing, and I, for one, have been constantly a tunnel- 
man and not a bridgeman, I don’t think you will find a vote any- 
where where I voted for a bridge instead of a tunnel, except in the 
case where we were given a specific problem to determine whether the 
approaches were possible, and in that case, I had to admit they were. 

I have never said a bridge was not possible. It was just I don’t 
think a bridge ought to go there. 

And referring here to this very beautiful concrete stress bridge, I 
have yet—I see it under the pier some distance, the Lincoln Memorial, 
but it is completely—if that is taken from ground level, you have a 
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hard time finding Lincoln Memorial from Virginia unless you are 
right up on top of the bridge. But the people using the parkway on 
the other side of the river would never see it because of this bridge. 

But that is something I did not mean to get involved in. 

Senator Beaty. Does that bridge go over Roosevelt Island? 

Mr. Wirrn. That, I assume, is from Roosevelt Island. 

Senator Beau. That is right on Roosevelt Island Park? 

Mr. Wirrn. Yes. That is the view you would see from Roosevelt 
Memorial. That is what you would see from Roosevelt Island look- 
ing toward Lincoln Memorial, central area. 

Senator Brauu. I do not see, from any of these plans, that any of 
them show any access roads or pedestrian walkways onto the island. 

Mr. Brinker. They are right there, the little curve, the vehicular 
access to the island. 

Senator Beaty. They are all figured in your costs? 

Mr. Brrnxiey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wirtu. I would also like to say this: I noticed Mr. Robertson 
said something about $2 million land acquisition for the tunnel. I 
don’t know where it is. I wish he would point it out, because it is all 
on Federal properties. 

Mr. Rivarp. In the area in question, you will notice the orange con- 
nections are temporary connections to E Street that have been ap- 
proved by the National Capital Planning Commission. They are 
under both bridge and tunnel plans. 

The tunnel plans are beneath here now. This map shows the per- 
manent connections, and this map shows the temporary connections 
which have been approved. 

This area right in here involves $2.5 million worth of right-of-way, 
and they are absolutely essential for the function of the bridge. 

Mr. Wirrn. To the bridge as well as to the tunnel. It isn’t part of 
the tunnel costs. 

Mr. Rivarp. Either the bridge or the tunnel, you need that $2.5 
million. 

Mr. Wirrn. If you connect that up to E Street. 

Mr. Rivarp. The connection to E Street is approved by the National 
Planning Commission. 

Mr. Wrirrn. That was always considered in a loop with the two 
approved plans. 

Mr. Rivarp. Never, sir. 

Mr. Wirtrn. They are approved by the Planning Commission. 

Mr. Brinxtry. They are the plans approved by the Planning Com- 
mission, the orange lines. 

Mr. Rivarp. Up to this point is approved by the National Capital 
Planning Commission. 

Mr. Wirru. If you want to add $214 million to the tunnel, you add 
it to the bridge, also. You say the bridge is going to cost $15 million. 
How much of that is included for the approaches ? 

Mr. Rrvarp. $11 million. 

Mr. Wirrn. That leaves $4 million. You are going to build a bridge 
with $414 million, is that right ? 

Mr. Brrnktey. $4,750,000. That is the bridge. 

Mr. Rrvarp. That bridge there. 

Mr. Wirrn. Yet you just asked for $7.5 million to build a 4-lane 
14th Street Bridge. 
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Mr. Roserrson. We didn’t ask for that. We built 1 bridge for $6.8 
million, and we asked for an increase to $9 million; and when it was 
made into a drawspan they added another million and a half, which 
means $1014 million for the bridge and approaches at 14th Street. 

Mr. Wietu. All right. You can build for $1014 million here, but 
you need only $414 million here. 

Well, I am not going to push that any further, because I think the 
figures will show for themselves that it is sort of silly. 

I do want to point out the matter of Dupont Circle. When I brought 
up that question the other day, I did not bring it up with the intent 
0 saying that this tunnel would be the same as Dupont Circle. I 
ae y brought it up to show approximate length and comparison, that 
is all. 

I believe that is all I need to add. I have got a few wisecracks here, 
but I don’t think they need to go into the record. 

Senator Brstze. Thank you very much. I have no questions. 

I find that the situation on the floor of the Senate is such they have 
recessed subject now to a further call from the Senate, and I think our 
situation is going to be such for the balance of the afternoon that we 
are going to be in and out of here if we attempt to have any hearing. 

I believe it is going to be impossible to complete the hearings this 
afternoon. I have just conferred with Senator Beall, and I under- 
stand from him that we could set up some hearings again a week from 
tomorrow, which would be Thursday of next week. 

Senator Brau. That is the Easter recess. 

Senator Bratz. I apologize for any inconvenience we may have 
caused to the witnesses who are here. It is apparent to the Chair we 
will not complete this hearing this afternoon, and we will soon be 
called back onto the floor of the Senate because we have had votes, and 
we undoubtedly will be going back for a further vote. 

So, subject to checking our own calendars at our oflices, at least we 
will tentatively recess until Thursday, the 25th, at 10 o’clock, and we 
will give proper notice to all of those who have not yet had the oppor- 
tunity of being heard. 

We want to do a thorough job in exploring all facets of this prob- 
lem. I know we cannot complete it this afternoon. 

We will stand in recess, subject to the call of the Chair, and that is 
tentatively set for Thursday, the 25th, at 10 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 4:05 p. m., the subcommittee recessed, subject to the 
call of the Chair.) 








CROSSING OF THE POTOMAC RIVER IN THE VICINITY 
OF CONSTITUTION AVENUE 


THURSDAY, APRIL 25, 1957 


Unrrep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTER ON Fiscan AFFAIRS OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON THE District or COLUMBIA, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:05 a. m., in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Committee Room, United States Capitol Building, 
Senator Alan Bible presiding. 

Present: Senators Bible (presiding), and Beall. 

Also present: William P. Gulledge, counsel; Donald P. Feldman, 
assistant counsel; J. N. Robertson, Director, Department of Highways, 
District of Columbia. 

Senator Brsie. The meeting will come to order. 

This is the time regularly set for the further hearings on Senate bill 
944 and Senate bill 1707. 

Our agenda this morning indicates that we have eight witnesses to 
be heard. I would hope that we could satisfactorily complete the 
hearings during the morning session, Senator Beall. I think we will 
be able to do that. 

Our first witness this morning is Mr. Rivard. 

I would like, during the course of this hearing, since we have repre- 
sentatives of both the Highway Department and the National Capital 
Planning Commission with us, to have those of you who are in the 
room to give some thought to indicating to this committee your areas 
of agreement and your areas of disagreement, and let us see if we can- 
not. boil this down to bare essentials. 

I think the committee has a pretty clear picture of your differences, 
but I would like to have someone from each side, so to speak, the 
Highway Department and the National Capital Planning Commis- 
sion, indicate their thoughts in that regard. 

Mr. Rivard, we will be happy to hear from you first. 


STATEMENT OF LLOYD A. RIVARD, ASSISTANT PLANNING ENGI- 
NEER, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS 


Mr. Rivarp. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: I am 
the Assistant Planning Engineer in the Planning Division, District 
of Columbia Department of Highways. 

One of the main functions of the Planning Division is to collect and 
analyze traffic data throughout the District of Columbia. All existing 
traffic counts on any of the District of Columbia streets or projects 
come from this division. Anyone making any kind of traffic analysis 
in the area comes to us for all basic data. 
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All of the studies mentioned in Mr. Brinkley’s testimony used basic 
data in the possession of this division. We feel that we have the best 
working knowledge of existing traflic patterns, traffic assignments to 
future planned projects in the area, and capacity requirements of all 
existing and proposed projects. 

We do not agree, for instance, that a tunnel construction expert is 
necessarily qualified to pass on the overall traffic adequacy of one par- 
ticular project among many, any more than we would expect a traffic 
expert, such as Wilbur Smith, to pass on the detailed construction 
plans of a tunnel. 

I present this background information to assure you that we are 
speaking from actual facts, not vague generalizations. 

To illustrate this point, I have here a chart which indicates the dis- 
tribution of Potomac River traffic for the year 1955, and also for the 
year 1980. The black bands indicate the 24-hour volume on the exist- 
ing and proposed bridges. ‘The red arrows indicate the inbound move- 
ment, that is, from Virginia to the District of Columbia, in the peak 
hours. The green arrows indicate the movement from the District of 
Columbia to Virginia in the peak hours. 

For example, the Highway Bridge in 1955 carried an average daily 
volume of 105,851 vehicles. In the morning peak hour it carried 5,549 
inbound and 4,622 outbound. In the afternoon peak hour it carried 
50,490 outbound and 3,924 inbound. 

Likewise, average daily crossings of the Potomac River in the year 
1955 were 227,155 vehicles, and the total inbound peak hour in the 
morning was 14,484 vehicles. 

The chart indicates these same peak-hour movements for all the rest 
of the bridges. You will note that the 1980 traffic assignment indicates 
a total river crossing of 417,000. The 1980 distribution results from a 
traffic assignment which assumes that the two bridges now authorized 
by Congress at Jones Point and Constitution Avenue are in place. 

I would like to call your attention to how these two new bridges fit 
into the traflic picture. The present center of desire of crossing the 
Potomac River is approximately at Memorial Bridge. This statement 
stems from the findings of the Origin and Destination Survey as 
analyzed by the Regional Highway Planning Committee, the Depart- 
ment of Highways, and the consultant firm of DeLeuw Cather & Co. 
of Chicago. It is substantiated by the Wilbur Smith report quoted to 
you by Mr. Bartholomew and others. 

The findings of the origin and destination survey indicate that 
based upon population trends and expected expansion in Virginia, this 
center of desire will move slightly upstream in the year 1980 to ap- 
proximately the Constitution Avenue location. 

The Jones Point Bridge will accept a good deal of the by-pass traffic 
which does not wish to stop in Washington, and also accept some of 
the expansion expected in the south portion of the north Virginia 
region. 

Senator Breie. Might I interrupt you at that point? 

Mr. Rivarp. Yes. 

Senator Bretx. It may be in the testimony, but I do not recall it. 
a indicated when the Jones Point Bridge will be ready for 
traihie ¢ 
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Mr. Rivarp. The necessary legislation, I believe, Mr. Chairman, has 
passed the Congress, and it is a matter of drawing up preliminary 
plans and construction, which might be in the neighborhood of 3 
years. 

Senator Biste. I think possibly Mr. Robertson might speak on that 
point, to know, No. 1, when you anticipate letting contracts on the 
Jones Point Bridge, ‘and when you anticipate the bridge will be 
ready for traffic. 

Mr. Rosertrson. The latest information I have, Mr. Chairman, is 
that the Bureau of Public Roads said within 6 months to 8 months they 
could let a contract for construction of the bridge. It would take 
them 21% years to build a bridge. So it would be a 3-year period by 
the time the Jones Point Br idge will be built. 

Senator Biste. You may proceed, Mr. Rivard. 

Mr. Rivarp. I would like to emphasize at this point that the Jones 
Point Bridge will not in any way take the place of the traffic demand 
for a crossing in the Constitution Avenue area. This statement is 
brought out in every one of the five studies mentioned to you by Mr. 
Brinkley as indicated on exhibit No. 1. These 2 bridges, C onstitution 
Avenue and Jones Point, will fill in the 2 gaps which we now have in 
our Potomac River Bridge system. 

However, it should be noted that ever y one of the bridges except the 
Jones Point Bridge will be at about capacity in 1980. That is one of 
the reasons why the Department of Highways has accepted the con- 
cept of two other bridges—a Roaches Run Bridge between Highway 
Bridge and Jones Point, and another bridge between Key Bridge and 
Chain Bridge to be constructed when the traffic demands. 

These bridges will give us a balance of central area crossings which 
are essential to the daily peak-hour traffic into and out of the down- 
town area, and also provide us suitable bypass facilities. Of all of 
the proposed crossings, the Constitution Avenue facility is the most 
badly needed. 

It is only when you examine the problem for the present and the 
future as has been done by the Department of Highways and its con- 
sultants that a truly factual picture of the Potomac River crossing 
problem can be analyzed. Vague generalizations should not be used to 
determine locations and capacities of multi-million-dollar facilities 
= have such a great effect on the development of the Nation’s 

Capital. 

All of the proponents of the tunnel who have testified before this 
committee have placed great emphasis on the effect of putting more 
traffic onto the street system of the District of Columbia in this area. 
It is obvious that most of these people are not aware of the planning 
that has been done to relieve these traffic conditions. 

I woud like now to show the committee how this traffic is to be han- 
dled and, rather than having a congested area, how this will be the 
best approach system of any of our Potomac River bridges. 

In the detailed traffic analysis which preceded the design of the 
bridge and its connections, it was found that in order to adequately 
serve this central area and not overload the street system at any par- 
ticular point, both the Constitution Avenue Bridge and Arlington 
Memorial Bridge would each have to carry its share of the traffic load 
through the corridor. 


91559—57——_8 








110 CROSSING OF THE POTOMAC RIVER 


In order to determine which connections would best perform this 
function, five separate analyses were made on varying approach condi- 
tions on either side of the river. These are not the five studies men- 
tioned by Mr. Brinkley, but a more detailed analysis of the third study 
on his chart. 

Traffic assignments were made on the basis of trip desires and on 
a basis of savings in time which in turn determined which bridge the 
traffic would use. They were then expanded to the combined total 
bridge capacity of both bridges, or 9,000 vehicles per hour. 

I would like to go through these assignments very, very briefly at 
this time to indicate to this committee the very detailed analysis which 
we made to assure ourselves that the street system could handle the 
bridge traffic with the approaches designed in the proper manner. 
These five assignments are indicated as follows: 

No. 1 is before you there, and you will notice that the title indicates 
that this is the proposed 24th Street Bridge. Those are the same 
exhibits we used 3 years ago when the present Constitution Avenue 
bridge legislation went through Congress. At that time it was called 
the 24th Street Bridge—in the initial proposals. 

This assignment proposed that there be connections to the bridge 
on the Virginia side from the north only, and on the District of 
Columbia side to Constitution Avenue, E Street, and what was called 
the 25th Street Expressway and Independence Avenue. 

The assignment on the left indicates the distribution by desire when 
the total design capacity on both bridges of 9,000 vehicles per hour is 
reached. The assignment on the right i is the assignment if the bridge 
were in place at the present time. 

It is apparent with this set of connections that the traffic distribu- 
tion favors the proposed Constitution Avenue Bridge by better than 2 
to 1 over the Memorial Bridge. Also, the volume shown to Constitu- 
tion Avenue of 2,900 vehicles per hour would exceed the capacity of 
Constitution Avenue in that area. This assignment, therefore, indi- 
cated that a different set of connections should be chosen. 

No. 2. This assignment indicates Virginia connections from the 
north only, and District of Columbia connections to 25th Street Ex- 
pressway, E Street, and Independence Avenue. You will note there 
are no connections to Constitution Avenue from the bridge on the 
assignment. 

The attempt in this case was to avoid overload of an already con- 
puree Constitution Avenue. However, here again, the balance of 
ridge traffic was not obtained, and the volumes indicated to E Street 
were more than that facility would absorb. Therefore, this set of con- 
nections was also considered unsatisfactory 

No. 3. This assignment indicated Virginia connections from the 
north and south, and District of Columbia connections from E Street, 
25th Street Expressway, and Independence Avenue. The difference 
between this assignment and assignment No. 2 is that connections were 
introduced from the south into the proposed bridge on the Virginia 
side, 

It can be seen on the chart that the ratio of desire to use the proposed 
bridge over that of the Memorial Bridge was 5 to 1, and the E Street 
assignment is greater than the previous one in assignment No. 2. 
Therefore, this ‘set of connections was also considered unsatisfactory. 
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No. 4. This assignment indicates, on No. 4—Will you turn to No. 
4 now, please—-Virginia connections from the north and south, and 
District of Columbia connections to Constitution Avenue, E Street, 
25th Street Expressway, and Independence Avenue. 

This set of connections indicates the desire to use the proposed 
bridge in a ratio of 7 to 1 over Memorial Bridge, and also shows a 
volume of traffic on Constitution Avenue which is greater than that 
facility can handle. 

Senator Bratz. How do you determine that desire? How was that 
determination made? 

Mr. Rivarp. All of the traffic assignments, the five studies, indi- 
cated in Mr. Brinkley’s testimony, and these assignments here are 


‘based on the 1948 origin and destination survey, which was a survey 


of the whole metropolitan area, indicating the origin and destination 
of each trip. And our assignments are made on the basis of the short- 
est trip and savings in time. 

In other words, it has been found by all traffie engineering organi- 
zations that the vehicle will take the shortest trip in the way of time; 


‘that they may lose distance, but if it takes them a shorter time they will 


use that route, 

Now, here we lay out the street system of the District and assign 
speeds to it that we know will be in existence. By knowing the dis- 
tances and speeds, we can get the time; and we assign the traffic to these 
routes on the basis of the shortest time it takes to go from one point 
of origin to a point of destination. 

Senator Brsix. It is based upon that set of factors that you arrived 
at the conclusion that it would be 7 to 1 in favor of Constitution 
Avenue, according to the statement you just made? 

Mr. Rrvarp. That is right, according to that assignment there. That 
is right. 

Senator Breve. Thank you. You may proceed. 

Mr. Rivarp. With this 7 to 1 imbalance, we consider that this con- 
nection or this set of connections was also unsatisfactory, because the 
bridges were not carrying an equal share of the load. 

Now, assignment No. 5 indicates the traffic picture which was finally 
accepted as satisfactory. As seen from the previous assignments, the 
introduction of connections from the south on the Virginia side tends 
to create an unbalanced situation in the desired use of the two bridges 
in this area. Therefore, these connections and plans 3 and 4 above 
were eliminated. On the D.C. side in assignments 1 and 2, either Con- 
stitution Avenue or E Street became overloaded. 

In order to relieve this condition, the concept of the Mall roadways 
was introduced, and those are indicated on this map here as being on 
both sides of the Reflecting Pool, and they will accept the traffic from 
the Arlington Memorial Bridge to relieve Constitution Avenue. 

The assignment on the left of this chart indicates the balanced bridge 
and street capacity which was obtained in this final assignment. The 
bridges are approximately in balance, 4,500 vehicles per hour on each 
bridge. 

Constitution Avenue has approximately the same volume that exists 
today; namely, 1,940 vehicles per hour. The Mall roadways have 
taken up the majority of through traffic from Constitution Avenue, 
and the E Street connection has taken that portion of the traffic des- 
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tined primarily for the northwest rectangle area, thus eliminating the 
majority of the left-turn movement on “Constitution Avenue. 

A complete balance of bridge and street capacity was obtained in 
this assignment, and the bridge : approaches were designed accordingly. 

From this very thorough traffic analysis, the following conclusions 
were reached : 

(a) The proposed Constitution Avenue bridge and Arlington Me- 
morial Bridge must each carry its share of the traffic volume using this 
corridor. 

(b) To effect this balance, it is necessary that there be no imme- 
diate connection to the south on the Virginia side to this new bridge. 

(c) In order to accept the bridge tr affic on the District of Columbia 
side, connections should be built to the Mall roadways, Constitution 
Avenue, E Street, a proposed freeway to the north, and Independ- 
ence Avenue to the south. 

Here, Mr. Chairman, is the very basis of every plan drawn for a 
Constitution Avenue facility, whether it be bridge or tunnel. All 
plans have conformed to this pattern. This entire series of assign- 
ments was placed before the National Capital Planning Commission 
and was given wholehearted approval and praise. 

The whole system of connections was then approved to accommodate 
these traffic volumes. This all took place in November 1954, about 
216 years ago. 

To present an additional and more current picture of existing con- 
ditions in this area and proposed traffic assignments to bridges and 
freeway plans which have been developed since the original presenta- 
tion of the five assignments, I call your attention now to the base map 
covering the general area, which is this large map over to my right. 

This map covers the area from the Potomac River to 15th Street, 
and between Independence Avenue and Eye Street, showing the pro- 
posed Constitution Avenue bridge, the inner loop, and the E Street 
connections. I will also show four overlays to this map. The first 
two will show existing a. m. peak-hour volumes and the 1980 assign- 
ments in the peak hour in the morning. 

The second two will show the existing p. m. peak-hour movements 
and the assigned 1980 p. m. peak-hour movements. 

The base map indicates the alinement of the proposed Constitution 
Avenue bridge as it has been agreed upon by all agencies, and which 
corresponds to the location of S. 1707. It also shows the approved 
alinement of the west leg of the inner loop as far north as Eye Street. 
A change in alinement is now being considered here, but it does not 
affect the bridge location. 

The E Street connections as shown have not been approved in this 
form, but will be submitted to the Planning Commission in this or 
some similar form in the near future. The temporar’ y connections to 
E Street have been approved by the National Capital Planning 
Commission. 

There are four specific points which are quite significant on over- 
lay No. 1. 

1. The Rock Creek Park traffic which is southbound in the morn- 
ing and northbound in the evening, makes little use of Constitution 
Avenue west of 23d Street. You will notice the area west of 23d 
Street where there are very small traffic volumes, and the through 
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movement from Rock Creek Parkway is mainly destined to Memorial 
Bridge and Independence Avenue. 

Therefore, the elimination of that part of Constitution Avenue 
will not interfere with the operation of the heavy north and south 
movements of Rock Creek Parkway. 

2. The existing volume on Constitution Avenue immediately west of 
21st Street is 1,960 vehicles per hour. 

3. The intersection of Constitution Avenue and 17th Street is pres- 
ently operating approximately at capacity due to the heavy traffic 
loads converging at Constitution Avenue and Virginia Avenue. This 
intersection, therefore, cannot accept any increased load from the 
bridges. 

4. ‘The existing volume on E Street east of 17th Street is slightly 
over 1,000 vehicles per hour. It will be shown that there will be no 
appreciable increase in this volume from the bridges as the connections 
are presently designed. 

Now, we bring this into the picture because of the many statements 
which have been made regarding the introduction of tremendous 
traffic volume behind the White House. We will show in these traffic 
analyses that such is not the case, and there will not be additional 
volume behind the White House. 

Overlay No. 2 indicates the distribution of traffic in the a. m. peak 
hour when the proposed Constitution Avenue bridge is operating 
almost at capacity in 1980, and the inner loop is in place. 

It will be noted that the volume from the bridge to Constitution 
Avenue will be approximately the same as we have today. The con- 
nections with the north and south are to the inner loop freeway, and 
these volumes can readily be absorbed. 

It should be noted that the connection at E Street from the bridge 
indicates a volume about one-third as great as that originally pro- 
jected for an E Street bridge. 

Now, the first objections to the E Street connections came with the 
E Street bridge proposals in 1952. These volumes are about one-third 
as great as were proposed at that time. 

The reason for this is that with the advent of the design of the pro- 
posed inner loop by the DeLeuw Cather Co. of Chicago, a connection 
was introduced into E Street from the north which had not been antici- 
pated previously. In order to keep the traffic in balance and still serve 
this high density area, the H and Eye Street connections from the 
south were made to carry part of the bridge load. 

We, therefore, have obtained distr ibution of the br idge and freeway 
traflic from H Street to Independence Avenue which can be handled 
on the existing street system and represents the best approach system 
of any of our Potomac River br idges. 

It should be noted on this ov erlay that traffic which is assigned to 
the E Street corridor is destined practically in its entirety for that area 
west of 17th Street with a maximum volume from the inner loop and 
the Constitution Avenue bridge of only 250 vehicles per hour crossing 
17th Street. 

Referring now to overlay 1, this volume as it presently exists is 
slightly over 1,000 vehicles per hour. Part of this 1,000 vehicles is in 
the 250 shown on overlay No. 2. It is, therefore, felt that all of these 
connections to E Street will not add any more than 100 vehicles per 
hour to the through movement on E Street east of 17th Street. 
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As long as traffic signal control is maintained at 15th Street and 
17th Street, the amount of other traffic passing behind the White House 
will not increase materially over what it is at the present time. All 
through crosstown traffic will find a much better route in the north 
and south legs of the proposed inner loop. 

Now overlays Nos. 3 and 4. I want to show those at this time to 
indicate that we have examined the problem in both directions. That 
is the first two overlays with the volumes inbound in the morning. 
The next two overlays will indicate the pattern which is present right 
now. That will be overlay No. 3; and overlay No. 4 will indicate the 
pattern outbound in the afternoon peak in 1980. 

Now, the brown or the darker color is the existing pattern, and you 
can see the volume on Rock Creek Parkway where the major move- 
ment is northbound from Memorial Bridge and from Independence 
Avenue, hardly any traflic between or on either side of 23d Street, and 
the volumes from Constitution Avenue as shown are just what they 
are today. 

Now, the blue overlay is the 1980 traffic assignment, which is out- 
bound, as the arrows indicate, from all of these connections, Constitu- 
tion Avenue, Independence Avenue, E Street, and the inner loop. 

We show these merely asa picture. I won’t go into them any further 
unless there are questions. But the same pattern and the same capaci- 
ties hold, are existing in the morning, and we just want to show that we 
have looked at this problem in both directions and feel that the six-lane 
bridge is adequate to cover both situations. 

Senator Brie. May I ask you, simply for my own information—— 

Mr. Rrvarp. Yes. 

Senator Brste (continuing). Do I understand that you have pro- 
jected an additional bridge crossing between the proposed Constitu- 
tion Avenue bridge and Key Bridge? 

_ Mr. Rivarp. No, sir. No. The other bridge that we have aecepted 
is a bridge between Key Bridge and Chain Bridge. 

Senator Brste. Between Key and Chain ? 

Mr. Rivarp. That is right. 

Senator Brete. Thank you. 

Mr. Rivarp. The final map which has been prepared for this pres- 
entation illustrates the distribution of Government and quasi-Govern- 
ment buildings in the area bounded by 17th, 23d, Constitution Avenue 
and Eye Streets, which is the area you can see in this large base map, 
and showing the brown buildings. That is the northwest rectangle of 
Government buildings, and that is the area outlined in black. 

The buildings indicated in red and the red dots scattered over the 
area indicate the Government-owned and leased buildings which are 
presently in operation and which contain a working population of 
15,600 Government employees. 

The hatched areas in red indicate the proposed expansion of exist- 
ing Government buildings in this area. In the process of this expan- 
sion, some of the smaller and temporary buildings which are indi- 
cated by the red dots will be abandoned and the employees transferred 
to the new buildings proposed by GSA. 

GSA proposes an increased population in the State Department 
Building of 6,800 employees, and in the new Civil Service Commission 
Building of 2,500, or an increase for these 2 buildings alone of 9,300 
employees. 
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Since about 2,500 of the present employees will be absorbed in the 
new construction, the total Government working population within 
the area indicated will be about 22,400, or an increase of about 43 
percent over and above what is there today. 

This, of course, does not include all of the quasi-Government agen- 
cies in the area, such as the American Red Cross, Pan American Union, 
Federal Reserve Board, and other private establishments. 

As a basis for comparison of the 22,400 figure above, there are at 
present about 30,000 employees in the Pentagon Building. The ex- 
tremely high traffic volumes generated in this area which originate 
from Vi irginia should be given the free flowing route across the river, 
north on the inner loop and into the immediate area of their destina- 
tion, thus using an absolute minimum of our regular surface street 
system. In other words, that area which is right at the bridgehead, in 
order to protect our existing street system from over load, should 
have the maximum amount of capacity crossing the river at that point. 

Therefore, it is apparent that our inner loop i is the principal distrib- 
utor of traffic which is designed to take major crosstown traffic and 
bridge traffic off our city streets. E Street west of 17th Street is in 
the heart of extremely high density employment centers which must 
have an efficient connection to the inner loop and the bridges to avoid 
serious congestion in this are¢ 

This actual need for a 6-lane facility at this location has been de- 
scribed by Mr. Brinkley ao referring to the 5 indepenednt studies indi- 
eated on exhibit No. 1, Psere the 6-lane br idge bill which you have 
before you, fulfills this ath S. 944, the 4-lane tunnel bill which you 
have before you, absolutely does not. 

I would like to briefly compare for you at this time the bridge and 
tunnel characteristics of the Hudson River in New York and the 
Potomac River here in Washington. There have been statements 
made concerning the capacities of tunnels which I would like to clarify 
at this time with the use of this chart. 

Senator Brsie. Mr. Rivard, do vou know whether or not. the tunnel 
en ee agree with your traffic analysis as you have just described 
it { 

Mr. Rivarp. All these traffic analyses have been presented to the 
National Capital Planning Commission, and it was presented to the 
same committee that Mr. Ww irth is chairman of, immediately after the 
original passing of the Constitution Avenue Bridge bill in 1954, when 
all of this traffic analysis, as I mentioned before, i is indicated at the 
24th Street Bridge, and they are the same exhibits that we used at that 
time. All of it was presented to the National Capital Planning Com- 
mission in November of 1954, and was accepted, and in fact it was 
praised by Mr. Bartholomew and Mr. Wirth as one of the best analyses 
that had been made in the area. Everyone is fully aware of it. 

Senator Bistr. They may all be aware of it. But as of today, do 
the tunnel proponents agree with the traffic analysis that you have 
just described ? 

Mr. Rrvarp. I couldn’t speak for what they agree with. 

Senator Brsix. I wondered, in your negotiations back and forth and 
in your conferences back and forth, whether that was agreed upon. 

Mr. Rivarp. No. The same traffic pattern still applies. That is 
why we have not changed our exhibit. The same traffic pattern applies. 
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Senator Bieter. It would seem to me that might be an area in which 
you would agree, the traffic pattern. 

Mr. Rivarp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Biste. Thank you, Mr. Rivard. You may proceed. You 
were going to mention the comparison between the Potomac River and 
Hudson River. 

Mr. Rivarp. Exhibit No. 5 shows a comparison of traffic crossing the 
Hudson River in New York and the Potomac River in Washington in 
1955. The bars indicate a comparison of the 24-hour 2-way traflic on 
the 3 Hudson River crossings and the 4 Potomac River crossings as 
indicated in blue—these are the 24-hour figures—and the 30th highest 
hour in the peak direction during the peak hour as indicated in red. 

It is at this point that I should like to make it clear to this com- 
ano that the peak hour traffic per lane is the only measure of high- 

way capacity that can be used for design purposes. The number of 
vehicles per lane per day which Mr. Singstad used as a basis for his 
conclusion that a tunnel lane is more efficient than a bridge lane is a 
meaningless figure that is absolutely useless in determining the num- 
ber of lanes required for any facility. 

All of the figures on the Hudson River crossings have been obtained 
from the actual counts at the toll points made by the New York Port 
Authority. Therefore, this is an extremely accurate figure of the 
vehicles crossing the river in 1955. 

The peak-hour figure of 2,406 represents the 30th highest hour 
through the Lincoln Tunnel in 1955, with the maximum hour for the 
entire year—which occurred only one time, a week end—of 2,542. 
These peak-hour volumes occur when the traffic is backed up on the 
approaches and vehicles are actually waiting to enter the tubes. This 
backup and waiting period occurs every day with each vehicle waiting 
about a half-hour, and on week ends the waiting period extends to 
three hours. 

The peak-hour figure of 2,406 vehicles represents a per-lane figure 
of approximately 1,200 vehicles. For the maximum hour in these 
tunnels the figure might g get as high as 1,250 vehicles per lane per hour. 

It should be kept in mind that these figures are for a tunnel with 

a 3.5 percent grade, which is the grade on the Lincoln and Holland 
Demat. 

The proposed tunnel under S. 944 would have 5 percent grades over 
1,500 feet long, and would reduce these per-lane capacities by a con- 
siderable amount, as indicated in the capacity sections of exhibit No. 1. 

These peak-hour capacities on the proposed Constitution Avenue 
Tunnel would be 1,100 vehicles per lane in one direction. The com- 
parable practical capacities for a 6-lane bridge are 1,500 vehicles per 
lane per hour, or 4,500 in one direction, and 2,200 for a 4-lane tunnel. 

These facts are the basis for past testimony that a 6-lane bridge has 
twice the capacity of the proposed 4-lane tunnel. This fact should be 
repeated. “A 6-lane bridge at Constitution Avenue will have twice 
the capacity of a 4-lane tunnel.” 

This observation is not simply one of my own. The same statement 
was presented to the House District sieabiemabtiicn by Mr. Joseph 


Barnett, Assistant Deputy Commissioner of the Bureau of Public 
Roads, Department of Commerce, in his testimony regarding H. R. 
10209 of the 84th Congress. 
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Senator Bisie. Do the tunnel proponents concur with that, that 
a 6-lane bridge has twice the capacity of a 4-lane tunnel ? 

Mr. Rivarp. I don’t know whether the tunnel proponents have any- 
one to furnish them figures other than Mr. Singstad on the tunnel 
capacities. They have ‘not made any statements other than the state- 
ments made by Mr. Singstad, which were computed by taking the num- 
ber of vehicles going through these tunnels per year, and dividing 
them by the number of days i in the year, and then dividing them by 
lanes, which is a completely erroneous figure which does “not mean 
anything so far as capacity is concerned. It is in no way related to 
peak hour or to the pattern, and I have heard no way 

Senator Biste. Your statement is, if you use peak-hour figures, that 
the proposed Constitution Avenue 6-lane bridge will have twice the 
capacity as the proposed Constitution Avenue 4-lane tunnel. 

Mr. Rivarp. That is right, sir. And that statement is agreed to and 
was testified to by Mr. Barnett of the Public Roads in testimony before 
the House. 

Senator Bisie. That is what the Public Roads and Mr. Barnett say, 
and. that is what you say. What do the tunnel proponents say ¢ 

Mr. Rivarp. I can only say they took Mr. Singstad’s figures for the 
tunnel as proposed to this committee and to the House, which were 
completely meaningless as far as capacity is concerned. They may 
have more testimony later, I am not sure, but I can only speak 

Senator Brsie. Yes, I understand you are only giving your own 
viewpoint. 

Mr. Rivarp. I believe that this is the statement which Mr. Singstad 
misinterpreted when he said that certain bridge advocates had claimed 
that a bridge lane would carry twice as much traffic as a tunnel lane. 
No such statement has ever been made at any of these hearings. 

This point is further illustrated in exhibit No. 5 when you compare 
either the Lincoln or Holland Tunnel with the Memorial Bridge. All 
three facilities are at capacity during peak hours, and the Memorial 
Bridge is handling about twice the volume that either of the tunnels 
is carrying. 

There is the actual measure of capacity in your peak hour, and there 
is the graphic illustration of the points I made. That is twice the 
capacity of a 4-lane tunnel, and those are all actual figures for the 
year 1955. 

Any statement that a tunnel will carry more traffic than the same 
size bridge is : absolutely fallacious, and is proven by actual counts and 
by design criteria univ ersally in use by highway and traffic engineers. 

The maximum observed volume in the above tunnels is 1,250 vehi- 
cles per lane per hour. Here in Washington we get volumes over 
1,800 vehicles per Jane per hour every day on 14th Street Bridge. 

I would like to emphasize at this time the effects of the long 1,500- 
foot sections of 5 percent grade which would be necessary under the 
proposed tunnel plan. According to statistics of the American Asso- 
ciation of State Highway Officials published in 1954, a 40,000-pound 
truck which enters a 5 percent grade with an initial speed of 41 miles 
per hour would have his his speed reduced to 15 miles per hour in a 
length of 1,400 feet. 

In other words, before he got to the top of this tunnel grade, he 
would be at crawl] speed. 
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_ The truck study currently under way in the District of Columbia 
in conformance with the 1956 Highway Act indicates many vehicles 
in the gross weight range 50-60 thousand pounds, or half again the 
oss weight shown in these statistics, with some gross weights as 
igh as 80,000 pounds. Therefore, the above 1,400-foot distance is 
conservative. 

The grades of the proposed tunnel have been compared by tunnel 
advocates to the Dupont Circle tunnel in Washington, which has 7 
percent approach grades. However, these grades are only over an 
effective length of 200 feet, and the effect of interference with traffic 
is insignificant. Based on an entrance speed of 41 miles per hour, a 
truck traveling this 7 percent grade of 200 feet would only reduce in 
speed to 35 miles per hour. 

Since the proposed Constitution Avenue facility is on the Inter- 
state System of Highways, it must accommodate the effects of the 
heaviest trucks allowed on that system. Therefore, you would have 
trucks in the proposed tunnel reduced to crawl speeds of 15 miles per 
hour, and traffic delays which are reflected in the above capacity figures. 

I would like to clarify one more item, Mr. Chairman, and then I 
will not take up any more of the committee’s time. This item is con- 
cerning why we say a 4-lane tunnel will create a traffic bottleneck and 
a 6-lane bridge will not. 

I have already explained our approach plan and explained how the 
six lanes will be effectively distributed in both directions. 

The tunnel advocates only face half the problem when they imply 
that a 4-lane facility will not feed as much traffic onto the District 
streets as will the six-lane facility. The real problem with a 4-lane 
tunnel is the amount of traffic that the street system feeds to the tunnel, 
which would be in this case the afternoon peak hour as shown on that 
chart. 

I have indicated to you the peak-hour capacities of a 4-lane tunnel 
as being from 2,200 to 2,250 vehicles per hour. I have also shown that 
the peak-hour demand in 1980 at the location is for slightly under 
4,500 vehicles per hour. It can readily be seen that we only have 
half the needed capacity. 

The result is that every morning 

Senator Biste. Will you repeat that last statement ? 

Mr. Rivarp. It can readily be seen that we only have half the 
needed capacity when we have the four-lane tunnel, which is a re- 
flection of the statement I made that a 6-lane bridge has twice the 
capacity of a 4-lane tunnel. 

he result is that every morning we would be faced 

Senator Bratz. May | interrupt you there? 

Mr. Rivarp. Yes. 

Senator Brste. Supposing the Congress in their wisdom saw fit to 
authorize a 4-lane tunnel, how would you get the balance of the traffic 
across the Potomac? Where would you take them across? 

Mr. Rivarp. You would have continued backup at the 4-lane tunnel. 
There is no way you can get away from that, because that 4-lane tun- 
nel, the approaches are right at the head of that high density Govern- 
ment area, and all of the facilities in that area are going to go to that 
facility. all of the traffic generated in that area is directed toward that 
facility. 
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And, as I will point out later, that is exactly what is happening at 
the Hudson River Tunnels today. They have 4-lane tunnels, and the 
traffic is backing up there, is exactly why the situation occurs. 

Senator Bratz. Would there be any crossing that they could use to 
avoid that ? 

Mr. Rivarv. They would use the proposed tunnel and back up. 
You would have congestion every night, and some would reach up to 
the other bridges, that is, the outer bridges, but they would be going 
out of the way of their through destination. That is not the way they 
would want to go, by a considerable amount. 

Senator Brsrzx. They would go either over Memorial or Key, is 
that correct ? 

Mr. Rivarp. Memorial and Key would then be over capacity, too. 
If you will notice the first chart I showed, in 1980 it shows every 
bridge except Jones Point filled to capacity, with a 6-lane bridge in 
place at Constitution Avenue. Now, Jones Point Bridge is too far 
away. That is the only bridge that is not filled to capacity in 1980, 
and it would not pull any traffic out of the Constitution Avenue area. 

Senator Brste. Even with a 6-lane Constitution Avenue Bridge, 
are you not going to be over capacity in 1980? 

Mr. Rivarp. All of the bridges, as shown, except Jones Point, would 
be about at capacity in 1980, and that is why we have accepted the 
concept of two other bridges on the outside of the central area to ac- 
cept more traffic into the downtown area, and also to serve as addi- 
tional bypass facilities. 

Senator Brste. That is Roaches Run and the bridge between Chain 
and Key? 

Mr. Rivarp. Roaches Run and the bridge between Key and Chain. 

Our traffic assignment from the origin and destination survey in- 
dicates that two-thirds of the traffic crossing the Potomac River in 
the morning peak hour is destined into the downtown area, so your 
demand is always going to be right at that central area. 

Every traffic assignment and every study, including Wilbur Smith’s 
which has been quoted by the Planning Commission, has indicated 
that the outer bridges will not be a substitute for more capacity in 
the central area. The absolutely greatest need is at the Constitution 
Avenue location. 

Senator Brste. Senator Beall? 

Senator Beaty. No questions. 

Senator Brstz. You may proceed. 

Mr. Rrvarp. A 4-lane—let me go back and repeat the statement 
about the Hudson River tunnel. This type of backup, which I ex- 
plained, on the 4-lane tunnel, spills over onto the street system and 
creates congestion which is reflected many blocks back from the river. 
This is exactly what happens every day at the Hudson River tunnels, 
and why there is a new tube under construction at the Lincoln Tun- 
nel to increase the number of lanes to six at that crossing. 

A 4-lane tunnel at this location would be in direct opposition to 
the intent of Congress and the President as expressed in the Federal- 
Aid Highway Act of 1956, which states in reference to any interstate 
route that “standards shall be adequate to accommodate the types and 
volumes of traffic forecast for the year 1975.” 
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Under present regulations this 4-lane tunnel project could not be 
approved as an interstate project and be eligible for 90 percent Fed- 
eral participation. 

Senator Bratz. Will you make that last statement again? Do 
understand you to say that if we authorize a 4-lane tunnel, it would not 
be eligible for 90-10 interstate highway money / 

Mr. Rivarp. Under the present re ulations and the way the High- 
way bill is written, it would not. The Highway bill says that stand- 
ards shall be adequate to accommodate the types and volumes of traf- 
fic forecast for the year 1975; and every traffic forecast made, and 
Mr. Brinkley mentioned all 5, indicate that in 1970 and 1980, the 
traffic volumes would require a 6-lane crossing, and under the present 
regulations you would have to design for the traffic forecasts. 

Senator Brete. Does the Bureau of Public Roads sustain that view ? 

Mr. Rrvarp. I think you would have to ask the Bureau of Public 
Roads representatives, but it is our feeling, our understanding, that 
under the present regulations that is the way it would have to be 
handled. 

Senator Bratz. You may proceed. 

Mr. Rrvarp. It is for all of the above reasons, Mr. Chairman, that 
we consider the 4-lane tunnel as proposed in S. 944 to be the most in- 
efficient type of traffic facility that could be built at this location. 

To conclude my statements and summarize the position of the de- 
partment of highways on this vital issue, it is quite apparent that 
there are four basic issues in question in this whole bridge and tunnel 
area: 

1. Traffic: Here is the basic reason for building a crossing in the 
first place. We have endeavored to give you all of the traffic facts that 
the need for six lanes is here and that our bridge as designed will 
handle traffic satisfactorily without overloading the street system. 

2. Cost: We have shown that it will cost approximately $30 million 
more to build a 6-lane tunnel than a 6-lane bridge. These are facts 
which we leave open to be checked by any competent highway engi- 
neering organization. 

A 4-lane tunnel as proposed in S. 944 will not fulfill the needs at 
this location ; but aside from this fact, the amount prescribed in S. 944 
is entirely too low. Mr. Sawyer, in his testimony before this commit- 
tee, indicated how the estimates of the Park Service itself, plus right- 
of-way costs which they neglected, would place the 4-lane tunnel cost 
at least in the area of $29,500,000. 

3. Navigational requirements: The Corps of Engineers, which is 
the approving agency for all matters concerning the nav igational re- 
quirements, have given their approval to a fixed span bridge in this 
reach of the river. All current considerations other than those which 
have been cleared by the Corps of Engineers can only be considered as 
special interests which are being used as a controlling factor in this 
controversy at the expense of the general public. 

4. E stheties: The Congress of the United States and the President 
agreed in 1954 that a bridge was acceptable at approximately this 
location, and Congress again in 1956, both in the Senate and House 
of Representatives, approved a bridge at this location as being accept- 
able. It hardly appears that with the same facts involved, that this 
Congress can justify the expenditure of $30 million of public funds 
which it has already decided on two occasions was not necessary. 
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The facts in all four of these considerations point emphatically to 
the acceptance of S. 1707 and the rejection now and forevermore of 8. 
944 or anything resembling it. 

Thank you, “Mr. Chairman. I would be glad to answer any ques- 
tions. 

Senator Brste. Senator Beall ? 

Senator Beaty. You have made considerable to-do about the back- 
log of traffic in reference to the tunnels in New York, about how they 
are held up. What effect does the paying of tolls have on that backlog ? 

Mr. Rrvarp. None, sir. I think Mr. Singst: ad went through that m 
his testimony. They took the number of “toll booths that “would be 
necessary to accommodate 1 traffic lane; in other words, 1 traffic lane 
would accommodate 1,200 traffic vehicles per hour and i booth would 
accommodate 300, they would use 4 toll booths, and they took the 
number of toll booths and designed them according to the traffic of the 
tunnel. 

Senator Beaty. Do you mean, as an engineer, when you have to pay 
tolls, anything that stops you does not interfere with or hold up 
traffic? 

Mr. Rivarp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Beaty. Anything at all? 

Mr. Rivarp. Yes,sir. But you see 

Senator Bratu. I am not an engineer, but I have driven in those 
tunnels many, many times, and I have w ate hed the traffic myself. And 
just recently, since this controversy came up, I made a point, the 
yar time I was there, some 3 weeks ago, to make that observation, be- 

rause T have heard about these things for the last 2 or 3 years; that is 
paying tolls not holding up traffic. I do not see how you, as an engi- 
neer, can say that. 

Mr. Rivaro. I think that all of the existing and proposed toll facili- 
ties have been designed with that very thought in mind, that the num- 





ber of toll booths will be adequate to feed—— 


Senator Brati. But if you do not have the 50 cents right there, you 
are bound to wait for change. 

Mr. Rivarp. That also was taken into consideration. They realized 
how many toll booths are necessary to feed one tunnel lane. 

Senator Brau. Does that not affect the backlog of traffic? 

Mr. Rivarp. No, sir. 

Senator Beary. It will not? 

Mr. Rrvarp. Mr. Singstad testified to that, too. 

Senator Beary. That is all. 

Senator Braise. Any further questions, Senator Beall ? 

I was wondering what your views would be as to the adequacy of 
a six-lane tunnel. 

Mr. Rivarp. A 6-lane tunnel, sir, would still have 5 percent grades, 
and you would still have the effect on the trucks that a 1,500-foot, 5 
percent grade would have. In other words, you would have these 
heavy trucks on the Interstate System at crawl speeds at the top of 
the grade. 

Senator Beart. When did the engineers decide that 5 percent grades 
interfered with the flow of traffic? That is something new to me. I 
always thought 5 percent was a very safe grade for all types of vehicles. 

Mr. Rivarp. The rate of grade or the effect of the rate of grade on 
trucks is related directly to the length of the grade.’ In other words, I 
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mentioned the 7 percent grades on the Dupont Circle underpass. 
That is only 200 feet long. But these 1,500-foot-long, 5 percent grades 
will slow a truck to crawl speed. In fact, it slows a truck to crawl 
speed in 1,400 feet. It is the length of the grade, not—5 percent grades 
are used in many of our ramps; in many of our underpasses merely 
going under city streets, sometimes a 5 percent grade is not longer 
than a 100-foot grade. 

But it is when you get into long grades that it affects it. 

Senator Bratt. You went into the fact that Congress passed bridge 
bills in different sessions, the 84th Congress. Is it not a fact we passed 
different types of bridges, one a drawbridge and the other one a fixed 
span ? 

aie Rivarp. No, sir. I think the Senate has always passed a fixed- 
span bridge. 

Senator Beaty. I said the Senate ; but the House—— 

Mr. Rivarp. The House, the first bridge bill passed was a fixed-span 
bridges, in 1954, signed by the President. 

Senator Beaty. Was that a drawbridge? 

Mr. Rivarp. It was actually left to the Corps of Engineers to decide, 
but the Congress did not make the decision. 

But then in the last Congress, the Senate decided for a fixed-span 
bridge, as I recall, and the House decided it should be a aequberien. 

Senator Beatu. A drawbridge. 

Mr. Rivarp. That was left to the Corps of Engineers. 

Senator Beaty. That is where it is now. We are stymied at that 
point between the 2 Houses or the 2 committees. 

Mr. Rrivarp. Well, sir, I would hardly say the decision made in 
1954 should be any different than the one made today. 

Senator Beaty. How about the one made in 1956? 

Mr. Rivarp. That shouldn’t be any different, either, so far as the 
Senate is concerned. 

Senator Bratt. That was drawbrige versus fixed-span, was it not? 

Mr. Rivarp. When you consider the navigational requirements of 
the river, and there are only two facilities on the upstream side of 
this bridge which entail opening of the structures. The Amoco Oil 
Co. involves 175 openings a year; the Smoot Sand & Gravel about 12. 
The Amoco Oil Co, operates on Government-owned land, on a revo- 
cable permit which costs them $50 a year. This permit means that 
the Park Service has to pay $36,000 a year to maintain the draw span. 

Senator Beaty. I am not talking about that. I am talking about 
the two Houses, how they disagree. What I am getting at is, when 
you cannot get a meeting of minds between the two committees, is it 
not better to try to find a compromise ? 

I am asking you that. Just going ahead and throwing these bills 
back and forth, year after year, you are not getting anywhere. 

Mr. Rivarp. No, sir; but I would hardly say that the proper com- 
promise would be one which would cost the public, the taxpaying 
public, both of the District and of the Nation, $30 million more than 
semething which I think the compromise should be between a fixed- 
span and draw-span, and not a tunnel which will cost more than 
double, triple, the bridge. 

Senator Bratz. How do you compromise between a fixed-span and 
a drawbridge? 
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Mr. Rivarp. That is entirely up to the Congress, sir, apparently, at 
this point. We do not feel the navigational requirements in anyway 
call for a drawbridge. The Corps of Engineers is the controlling 
agency, and they have made the decision. 

, ae. Ropsertson. Mr. Chairman, may I make a statement to that, 
sir? 

Senator Bieter. IT have no objection to your saying that. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Rivard. I think you have been a very 
able witness. 

Mr. Roperrson. In 1954, in this regard, sir-—— 

Senator Brsie. This is Mr. Robertson. 

Mr. Roserrson. The Congress passed a bill, Public Law 704 of the 
83d Congress, which authorizes and directs the Commissioners to 
build a bridge across the Potomac River. The Commissioners are 
ready to do that. 

A little while later, about a year later, the Park Service, the Plan- 
ning Commission, the Fine Arts Commission, came to the Commis- 
sioners and asked them to get an amendment to this bill moving the 
bridge upstream back onto Roosevelt Island. This bill was passed by 
both Houses of Congress. It did not specify whether it would be 
a draw span or whether it would be a fixed span. 

Senator Brsie. That is Public Law 704? 

Mr. Rosertrson. Yes, sir. 

We have funds available to start that bridge, we have had them, 
the Congress has appropriated 2 years in succession money for the 
construction of that bridge. 

In good faith, we followed out what these other people asked us 
to do, and we came up here and the Senate passed that amendment. 
It was not passed by the House. Those fellows at that time indicated 
that they would go along and help us get this bridge through so that 
we would get started and relieve this traffic condition. 

Since then they have changed their mind for some reason or an- 
other. I do not know why. 

Now the Commissioners are willing to go ahead, if it is reaffirmed 
by this committee and the Congress, the Commissioners are willing 
to go ahead and build that bridge according to this Public Law 704. 

Senator Brste. That takes you south of the Theodore Roosevelt 
Island ? 

Mr. Ropertson. Yes; it takes us off the island. 

Senator Brere. And takes you completely off the island? 

Mr. Ropertson. Yes. 

Senator Brste. Could you not do that right today under this law? 

Mr. Rozertson. We could do it right today; it is the law, we have 
the money. 

Thank you. 

Senator Brstr. I think I understand that position, Mr. Robertson. 
Thank you very much. 

Our next witness—do you have any questions? 

Senator Beaty. No questions, Mr. Chairman. I know the chief 
very well. I have great admiration for his ability as a man and his 
ability as head of the Highway Department. 

I just wonder, we have gone through this year after year, the need 
for the bridge. The transportation problem gets greater and greater 
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and we keep going back and forth. Do you not think we ought to 
work out a solution ? 

Mr. Rosertson. Senator Beall, I told you the other day when you 
asked me the question, I would be willing to recommend the six-lane 
tunnel if somebody else picked up the tab and gave the approaches or 
gave consideration to the approaches we have recommended and have 
had approved by the Planning Commission. 

Senator Brete. That is a qualified answer, then, Mr. Robertson, is 
it not ? 

Mr. Thompson ? 

You may be seated, Mr. Thompson, and identify yourself for the 
purpose of the record. 


STATEMENT OF HARRY T. THOMPSON, ASSOCIATE SUPERIN- 
TENDENT, NATIONAL CAPITAL PARKS 


Mr. THomeson. Mr. Chairman, I am Harry T. Thompson. I am 
the Associate Superintendent of the Office of National Capital Parks 
of the National Park Service. 

You asked earlier if we could find some way to indicate to your 
committee such areas of agreement as we have reached in the past. 
I don’t know whether I can do that or not, but I think it might be help- 
ful if I tried. 

Last evening I pored through all of the minutes of the hearings 
which have been held by this committee and the previous session in 
the House and I must say that, after listening to the various witnesses, 
I too am slightly confused by the great assembly of figures and facts 
and estimates and projections and assignments and so on. 

I have had prepared for you, in an attempt to help clear up some 
of the points that may have confused you, a model, and I am going 
to ask you to look at this after I have shown you these plans here. 

I don’t know whether you have seen this or not. 

Senator Brste. I think this was introduced the first-—— 

Mr. THomrson. You have seen this before, and my purpose is to 
clear up, if I can, some of the confusion that exists as to the authority 
of the plans and what they are supposed to do. I think that I could 
say sifely that these two plans do represent an area of agreement. be- 
tween the bridge and tunnel proponents insofar as here is a bridge 
plan, which I think all of the bridge proponents adhere to in its con- 
cept, its location, and its road separation structure, as approved and 
considered, and it is in every way accepted by the Planning Commis- 
sion and the District of Columbia; am I right in that? 

Mr. Rosertson. That is the approved plan. 

Mr. Tuompson. This isthe approved plan. 

Here is the tunnel plan that was run through the same committee 
and same processes, analyzing location, the hookup of the roads, the 
grade, separation structures, by the same committee of the Planning 
Commission, so that there is the plan for the tunnel which, am I right, 
Jack, in saying if there is a tunnel to be built, this is the plan that 
is to be followed ? 

Mr. Rozertson. Yes. 

Mr. THomeson. There will be little variations and adjustments the 
same as there would be adjustments in this. For example, this plan 
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here called for a three-grade deck separation. I understand Mr. Rob- 
ertson and his.associates have found some way to adjust that down to 
two. That is the basic plan. 

_,Mr. Roserrson. If it is for the 6-lane tunnel, it is approved; but 
if it is for the 4-lane tunnel, we have not approved it. 

Mr. Tuomrson. You would not want the roads in the same location 
fora 6asa4? 

Mr. Rozertson. I don’t want a four—period. 

Mr. Tuompson. I have tried to throw that into three dimensions so 
you would be able to grasp a little more readily what we are talking 
about from that plan. 

Senator Brstx. The map on the left is for a four-lane tunnel. It is 
for a tunnel. 

Mr. Tompson. While I am here, let me talk to the question of how 
we, in the National Park Service and Department of Interior, arrive 
at our price tags where we asked, in S. 944, for the construction of a 
four-lane tunnel. 

Mr. Singstad came to us last time and set forth how he arrived at 
his participation in this project. He said, “It is so often quoted that 
my price tag is for a portal-to-portal project, which is not so. When 
I have designed the tunnel, I have included everything that is shown 
here in green,” the inbound lane up to grade, with the loops as you 
see them in green, so when Mr. Singstad’s figure of $22,527,000 is re- 
corded, it means that included in that are all the tunnel elements, plus 
the roadways, the architectural treatment, the landscape treatment of 
everything shown in green, plus the embankments necessary to bring 
it up to above floodable levels. 

The National Park Service has carefully then estimated all of the 
various structures. They are numbered here as you see them, with 
the black price tag on there, so that for that structure we estimate it 
would cost—the red tag is our figure, $392,000, and so forth, along the 
board. 

The black figures, I might say, are figures that we obtained from the 
District. We have not considered those as acceptable because these 
bridges, all but two of the secondary structures that would be neces- 
sary to construct this tunnel would have to be on piles. 

Now, in arriving at such figures as we have here in red, $800,000 
for this structure, we have based those figures upon current engineer- 
ing cost index figures, and based upon our experience having just 
completed the Baltimore-Washington Boulevard or the Parkway, 
where our bridges of this same general nature cost us about $40 a 
square foot. 

We have built in there a cushion up to $70 a square foot to be sure 
we are well within any contract prices. 

Now, if you will take all of the red bridge figures and add them, 
you will find that the bridges, according to our estimates, going up to 
$80 a square foot for the pile bridges and $70 for those not on piles, 
which I think you would agree is a very substantial and comfortable 
figure, will total $3,234,000. ) 

Now, added to the cost of Mr. Singstad’s tunnel estimate, our bridge 
estimate, we have approximately 414 miles of these red roads that you 
see here which will have a hooking up, so that when this tunnel is 
developed it will be fully functioning, hooked up to and connected 
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up to all now existing roads and projected roads in the future, at a 
cost of $33,000 a mile for park roads, which I think you will agree 
is a comfortable figure, and will arrive at $1,222,000. For a sum total 
of $2,982,000 we can develop the whole thing, based now upon current 
laws and legislation which insists that the channel in the river, which 
you see indicated here, 400 feet wide and 24 feet deep, we are obliged 
to design to that standard because that is the law. 

For the past several years that channel has been maintained at a 
width of 200 feet and a 20-foot depth; and in our conversations with 
the Corps of Engineers, whose responsibility it is to maintain this 
channel, we are led very firmly to believe there would be no objection 
on their part to reducing that channel by 200 feet and lifting its bottom 
so thereby permitting us to lift our tunnel out of the rocks and thereby 
cheapening to the tune of $1.5 million, which figure was arrived at by 
Mr. Singstad himself. 

And we believe that that is a very, very reasonable and a fair and 
proper deduction, because we believe that that adjustment in the chan- 
nel can and will be made, and that the Corps of Engineers would 
authorize it. 

So, therefore, we have come up with a total cost of $25,482,000 for 
a completely functioning four-lane tunnel with all of the secondary 
structures, with all of the roads, with the tunnel in operation, venti- 
lated, lighted, and traffic running through it. 

In order to continue from that point from my model, I have had the 
model prepared here; and indicated on the model, if you can see, are 
the same red roads that you see on the map. This particular element 
is the inner belt loop that is a project of the District of Columbia that 
is now in the process of being worked upon and designed. 

They talk about 5 percent grades. I would like to remind you that 
we now have many, many grades in the District that are more than 5 
percent. For example, on the Virginia side, the grade up Arlington 
Boulevard itself is much steeper than 5 percent, so that I can’t imagine 
that. trucks are going to have any particular difficulty getting out of 
the tunnel at 5 percent or less, and going on smoothly on the way onto 
a grade that is steeper than that for a very substantial distance up 
on the hill. 

Senator Biste. What is the length of the 5 percent grade on either 
side? 

Mr. THomeson. They are fairly short. Someone said 1,500 feet, in 
that neighborhood. This runs into very substantial footage, up into 
hundreds of feet into Arlington Boulevard. 

Some question has been put to your committee as to how many 
bridges are involved in the construction of that estimate and of this 
plan, and you can count for yourself the number of bridges that are 
included in this tunnel project. There is 1, 2, this is the 28d Street 
Bridge, and 3. 

We have not included these two bridges for the very simple reason— 
2 reasons: First, they are an element of the inner belt loop that is a 
District project which may or may not come into being fer many. 
many years to come, and we have left them out for the very simple 
reason they are not necessary for the complete functioning of the 
tunel, either going in or coming out. 

These two structures are not at all essential to the complete fine*ion- 
ing of the tunnel until such time as the inner loop may be built. 
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There are three on that side. This is 4, 5, 6, 7. This is not a new 
bridge. We merely have got to add one |: ane to that, which of course 
we have added into the cost. 

This bridge is included in Mr. Singstad’s estimate. He merely takes 
that bridge : ‘and in total drops it a few feet on this end onto new Piste 
in order to meet a grade. This bridge might be called No. 8, but 
actually this bridge has long been in our plans. It is a hundred- ‘and- 
some-odd thousand dollar bridge, so if they want to count it in, we 

‘an absorb that very comforts ably, because we have a very good cushion 
in our plans. We have purposely left off any trees or shrubbery or 
bushes from it so you might be able to go down and look at it cles rly 
from an angle and see what a clean, smooth job this is, and how the 
traffic flows into the tunnel or a portion of it comes around to and onto 
the Arlington Bridge, or how it can come down the river, various 
loops; and it seems to me this might help you, rather than a plan, to 
visualize the amount of—the minimum disruption, instead of a bridge 
cutting across here on piles, on a tilt angle here, on stilts going across 
this river on something like a 3 percent grade to meet the Virginia 
hills, with some kind of sionaideek here on the island that would have 
to be provided in walls or some method of getting what Mr. Robert- 
son calls the pedestrian and vehicular access to the Theodore Roose- 
velt Island. 

In that same connection, I am a bit confused. because less than a 
year ago I was given a figure that it would cost a million dollars to 
get on and over the island. Now it is $180,000. And there are some 
suggestions to your committee that the Theodore Roosevelt Associa- 
tion has partic ipated in developing or accepting plans for that pedes- 
trian and vehicular access. 

I happen to be a member of Theodore Roosevelt Commission, and I 
can assure you that such plans as might have been developed for ac- 
cesses to and from the island have not been presented to the associa- 
tion, nor have they been approved. 

Senator Bratt. You mean there ” ave been no plans presented to the 
Theodore Roosevelt Association or Commission for access roads to 
the island ? 

Mr. Tuompson. Well, I think I have something that might clean 
that up, Senator. 

Mr. Rosertson. The request came from them, Senator Beall, to get 
a connection to the island when we were talking about it. 

Senator Beati. Do you not think you should have one? 

Mr. Rorvertson. We do have one. 

Mr. Tuomrson. Here isa letter dated June 12, 1956, sent by Mr. Her- 
mann Hagedorn, director of that association, in which he says: 

DEAR Mr. WirtH: I understand that there is some question about the attitude 
of the Theodore Roosevelt Association toward the plans for the proposed new 
Potomac Bridge. As you know, the association (though with great reluctance) 
agreed to the construction of a bridge across the southern tip of Theodore Roose- 
velt Island, and approved the location designated by the District engineers in 
consultation with the National Park Service. The association did not approve the 
plans for the bridge. I saw a profile of the bridge at a meeting of the Fine Arts 
Commission last winter but had no authority to approve or disapprove it. The 


plans were never submitted to the executive committee of the association and 
its approval was never asked nor given. 
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Now, you have heard Mr. 

Senator Brste. Mr. Rivard testified this morning—was that the 
name you were looking for ? 

Mr. TuHompson. No. I was looking for a list of some of your previ- 
ous gentlemen who testified here. 

Mr. Rivard or the gentleman representing the District, I shan’t use 
the name, indicated that a 6-lane tunnel would have twice the capacity 
of a 4-lane bridge. 

a ett Bratz. No, a 6-lane bridge would have twice the capacity 
0 








Mr. Tuomrson. A 6-lane bridge would have twice the capacity of 
a 4-lane tunnel. 

I have no way to specifically refute that, other than to refer you 
to Mr. Singstad’s testimony in which he carefully presented to you 
and furnished your committee with actual facts and figures from the 
New York Port Authority, in which it was recorded that the 4-lane 
tunnels in New York City, and elsewhere I believe, are carrying 
54,000, 58,000, and 59,000 vehicles a day. 

Senator Brste. I do not think they questioned that. 

Mr. Toomrson. No. 

Senator Brete. The point they make is that you do not get a com- 
plete cross-section comparison, as I understand 

Mr. THomreson. That isso. 

Senator Bree (continuing). Between the tunnel and the bridge, 
unless you take the peak hour, and it seems to me that is rather 
reasonable. 

Mr. Tuompson. I think that is a very good point. 

Sentator Bratz. What do you say as to that point, Mr. Thompson ? 

Mr. THompson. There was complete agreement, Mr. Chairman, on 
the peak-hour capacity of a tunnel or a bridge. Mr. Singstad veri- 
fied it, Mr. Rivard verified it, Mr. Roberston says that 12,500 is about 
the peak-hour performance of a tunnel leg. 

Mr. Rosertson. I said 1,250 per lane per hour in the tunnel. 

Mr. Tuompson. That is right. 

Mr. Ropertson. And we handle 1,800. 

Mr. Tuompson. Mr. Rivard quoted 1,500. That gives you 1,250 ve- 
hicles per lane per hour, multiplied by 4, and with simple arithmetic 
gives you 5.000 vehicles per tunnel per hour; is that correct ? 

Senator Brstz. That is correct. 

Mr. THompson. That is simple arithmetic. 

Senator Bree. That is peak hour. 

Mr. THompson. Now, your peak hour runs you a couple of hours 
in the morning and a couple of hours in the evening, and what they 
would suggest you do is to build here a 6-lane facility for this peak 
hour, like building a parking lot for 70,000 vehicles to take care of the 
big overflow jobs once or twice a year, and then let it stand partially 
idle. 

Not that the bridge would not be used in part, and substantially 
so, but we can see no reason for designing a facility that will carry 
15,000 vehicles per lane per hour when it will probably only be used 
for a peak hour morning and peak hour evening load. 

In that connection—— 

Senator Brste. In that connection, do you not have to realistically 
design either a bridge or a tunnel to accommodate peak hours? 








CROSSING OF THE POTOMAC RIVER 129 


Mr. Tuomrson. You do. You do. And with 1,250 per leg per 
hour, or a differential of 250 vehicles per lane per hour, it seems to me 
a very nominal and not too much differential. 

And while we are talking peak hours, I have been in touch with the 
New York Port Authority, trying to clear up this matter of what hap- 
pens to traffic in tunnels when it backs up, and I find that traffic not 
only backs up on tunnels, but it backs up on bridges. They tell me 
that 2, 3, and sometimes 4 times a week, that traffic coming from New 
Jersey backs up as far as the Hackensack River, a distance of 5 miles, 
and that the waiting period on the bridges is just about equal to that 
of the waiting period on the tunnel. 

So that you bags to keep in mind that tunnels are not the only bottle- 
necks if you are attempting to put that onus on them. 

You heard Mr. Wirth explain to you that there is in the planning 
stage, almost to the state of being presented to the Congress, a great 
national monument. I have here, in order that you might have some 
idea of what we are talking about—there was 2 years ago a commission 
created by this Congress, the Senate, and it specifically reserved this 
particular area for a memorial on what we call the Nevius tract. A 
part of it is now occupied by the Marine Memorial, and this is the same 
thing that Colonel Hanson spoke about when he was here the other 
day, that this concept of a great memorial is just about to be an- 
nounced. 

It has been run through and approved by the Commission on Fine 
Arts, by the Planning Commission, and we are now ready to present 
it to final authority. We are not going to ask the Congress for a penny 
contribution to it. There has been formed a nonprofit corporation 
which we feel is competent to raise the funds to construct it. 

And the National Monument Commission is very much opposed to 
a bridge with trucks coming across directly at this memorial, for the 
reason that they feel that this great plaza ought to be preserved clean 
and clear, which the tunnel would preserve, as the foreground for this 
monument, and for the same reason that Colonel Hanson objected to 
the bridge running directly at their memorial. 

As for trucks, I believe Mr. Singstad mentioned to you somewhere 
in the neighborhood of 27 percent of the traffic in the New York tunnels 
are trucks, some of them heavy; and I think the projecting or the 
guesstimates of trucks on any traffic way here is sometimes around 10 
or 12 percent. 

The Theodore Roosevelt Association and the Theodore Roosevelt 
Commission are very much opposed to a bridge crossing in the fore- 

round of that particular monument which the Theodore Roosevelt 

ommission has developed, which has been again run through all the 
various commissions and is ready for approval. The models are now 
in the making in the New York studios, and they think it would be a 
great tragedy to have a truck route cutting across the southerly tip of 
their island, breaking into their up-and-down view of the river. 

And I think you can well imagine what a great, almost crime, it 
would be to put a truck route in close proximity to this memorial, on 
stone embankments which would be necessary to get on and off the 
island. 

While we are talking about trucks, I want to again remind you that 
the President has said very forcefully that he did not approve of trucks 
utilizing a bridge across the Potomac River in this location. 
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There are other witnesses here, and I would like to go ahead and 
clear up a lot of other points, but perhaps my best service to your 
committee would be to make myself available to you for questions. 
Do you have any questions that I can help clear up for you? 

Senator Bratz. Mr. Thompson, if I understand your position, you 
feel if a four-lane tunnel, as shown on this model, is built, it will ade- 
quately accommodate the traffic in this particular area for the foresee- 
able future. 

Mr. Tuompson. I have to again defer, Mr. Chairman, to the authori- 
ties on such matters and, if I may, I would like to read for you again, 
and I will leave for your committee, the full text of the now famous 
Wilbur Smith report. May I just read part of that? 

Senator Braue. If it has not alre: ady been included in the record, 
we will certainly make it a part of the record. 

(The report referred to is as follows :) 


WILBUR SuItu & ASSOCIATES, 
ipril 30, 1956. 
Mr. JOHN NOLEN, Jr., 
Director, National Capital Planning Commission, 
Interior Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. NOLEN: On April 27 you forwarded to this office a copy of a letter 
dated April 26 which Mr. Harland Bartholomew, Chairman of the National Capi 
tal Planning Commission, had received from Mr. Conrad L. Wirth, Director, 
National Park Service. In his letter Mr. Wirth asked that Wilbur Smith & As- 
sociates, as consultants, to the National Capital Planning Commission, be asked 
to express our current views on a Constitution Avenue crossing of the Potomuc 
River. 

Mr. Smith and I have discussed Mr. Wirth’s letter by telephone and have 
carefully reviewed our letters to you dated January 31, 1956, and February 15, 
1956, in which we analyzed the traffic capacity of a proposed Potomac River tun- 
nel. We believe that these letters cover the situation rather well. Perhaps 
we can restate our views a little more clearly : 

1. Our traffic analyses indicate that a bridge or tunnel of unlimited capacity 
in the vicinity of Constitution Avenue would be the most desirable choice of 
crossing for approximately 95,000 vehicles each day by 1970. This assumes that 
aecess highways would be direct and could effectively accommodate this volume 
of use. § 

2. We estimate that a 6-lane bridge would have u practical capacity of approxi- 
mately 75,000 vehicles per day. 

3. We estimate that a 4-lane tunnel would have a practical capacity of about 
40,000 vehicles per day. We have arrived at this value from an analysis of oper- 
ating characteristics of the Holland and Lincoln Tunnels which serve New York 
City. These Hudson River tunnels are similar to other vehicular tunnels. Our 
reasoning, as submitted in our previous letters, is as follows: 

“The Holland Tunnel has a peak-hour capacity of about 1,000 vehicles of all 
classes per lane of tunnel. Peak-hour traffic in the Lincoln Tunnel reaches a 
lane volume of about 1,100 vehicles. The difference is attributed to a smaller 
proportion of heavy trucks in the Lincoln Tunnel. The Potomac River tunnel 
would be called on to accommodate a still smaller volume of trucks, so we have 
assumed a peak-hour lane capacity of 1.2000 vehicles through it. 

“Traffic at the Lincoln and Holland Tunnels is very heavy during many hours 
of the day. Peak-hour flows in one direction (2 lanes) are equal to about 5.7 
percent of 24-hour traffic crossing the river by means of the Lincoln Tunnel. 
Peak-hour directional flow through the Holland Tunnel amounts to only 3.5 
percent of the 24-hour volume. Daily traffic at each tunnel runs around 60,000 
vehicles. 

“Potomac River bridges combined carry a peak-hour directional flow amount- 
ing to about 6.3 percent of total daily travel. If peak-hour use of a tunnel 
amounted to 6.3 percent of its total use, and if operated at capacity during peak 
hours, the facility would accommodate about 38,000 vehicles per day. If traffic 
became heavy enough to require full tunnel capacity at the peaks, increased de- 
mand would realt in lengthening of the peaks with a smaller proportion of total 
traffic passing during the peak hours. 
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“A volume of 40,000 vehicles per day, then, represents a practical maximum 
capacity for such a facility in Washington. If crossing demand continued to 
increase without additional relief, the peak demand would spread out over more 
hours and off-peak use would increase. Volumes of 50,000 per day represent very 
high use and considerable congestion. In the case of the Holland and Lincoln 
Tunnels, the traffic load has reached intolerable proportions. It is only through 
stringent police regulation and control that present traffic volumes are possible. 
We do not believe that such conditions would ever be permitted to oceur in 
Washington.” 

4. We also noted in our letter of February 15, 1955, that excellent approach 
facilities must be provided at both District and Virginia termini of a crossing 
structure. Regarding the District approach we said: 

“At the Washington terminus it would be quite essential that a good connec- 
tion be made to the inner loop express highway in order that traffic distributes 
to several access routes into the central business district. Constitution Avenue 
simply does not have the capacity to absorb the full flow of traffic from a four-lane 
tunnel.” 

In our “Report on Traffic Volumes and Capacity Requirements for Potomac 
River Bridges and Inner Traffic Loop,” June 1955, page 45, we discussed the 
Virginia approaches: “The attractive interchange provided with Arlington Boule- 
vard will likely develop increased traffic loads on the Virginia thoroughfare 
which is currently saturated during peak traffic hours. It should be noted that 
between 1948 and 1952 traffic volumes in Arlington Boulevard increased about 
140 percent. Normal increases in local Virginia traffic alone will tax the ea- 
pacities to be provided by the planned widening. The additive bridge traffic 
would aggravate this condition and restrict operations on the roadway. To 
repeat, present transriver traffic combined with the rapidly growing intra-Virginia 
traffic would absorb the capacity of this important expressway as rapidly as it 
is provided.” 

It is clear that either a 4-lane or 6-lane crossing would entail new highway 
construction if bridge or tunnel capacity is to be fully utilized. 

5. Consideration other than capacity are also important at this location. In 
our letter of January 31, 1955, we made the following observations: 

“If a tunnel can be shown to be economically feasible, giving cognizance to 
its relatively high operating costs, or if aesthetic considerations are sufficient to 
offset these greater costs, then it can also be considered acceptable from a traffic 
standpoint. We believe that it may not be necessary or even desirable to provide 
a six-lane capacity at the Constitution Avenue location, and that more thought 
might be given to the dispersal rather than concentration of transriver crossings 
in order to better solve the approach road problems.” 

The National Capital Planning Commission has recommended in its compre- 
hensive plan that the program of new Potomac River crossings include bridges 
both above and below the Constitution Avenue site. 

If a four-lane tunnel were constructed at Constitution Avenue excess traffie 
demands would be dispersed to these new crossings. 

In summary, there is a need for a major new crossing in the vicinity of Con- 
stitution Avenue. Potential demand will exceed the capacity of a six-lane facility 
by 1970. Capacity of approach facilities is presently critical and to realize 
full use of a new crossing will require major new construction whether a 4-lane 
or 6-lane structure is built. The comprehensive plan adopted by the National 
Capital Planning Comuission provides for several new bridges which will increase 
river-crossing capacity and afford alternate facilities for excess demand generated 
at the Constitution Avenue location. 

We trust that this information meets your needs. 

Yours very truly, 
F. Houston WYNN. 


Mr. THompson. I would just like to read a part of that, because 
he is accepted by both, I believe, the Highway Department and the 
Planning Commission as the authority on such matters, and he says: 


It is clear that either a 4-lane or 6-lane crossing would entail new highway 
construction if bridge or tunnel capacity is to be fully utilized, 


That we all agree to. 


Consideration other than capacity are also important at this location. In 
our letter of January 31, 1955, we made the following observations. 
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And here it is again a quote: 


If a tunnel can be shown to be economically feasible, giving cognizance to its 
relatively high operating costs, or if esthetic considerations are sufticient to offset 
these greater costs, then it can also be considered acceptable from a traffic 


standpoint. 
And I would like to now underscore what I am going to read to you. 
Senator Brsxe. Is he talking there about a 4-lane tunnel or 6-lane 
tunnel ? 
Mr. Tuompson. I will clear that up for you. 
Senator Brste. All right. 
Mr. THompson (continuing). 


We believe that it may not be necessary or even desirable to provide a six-lane 
capacity at the Constitution Avenue location, and that more thought might be 
given to the dispersal rather than concentration of transriver crossings in order 
to better solve the approach road problems. 

Does that clear up what he is talking about ? 

Senator Brste. Yes, sir. I understand what he is saying there. 
He says that a four-lane tunnel would be adequate. 

Mr. THompson. Adequate. [Reading :] 


The National Capital Planning Commission has recommended in its compre- 
hensive plan that the program of new Potomac River crossings include bridges 
both above and below the Constitution Avenue site. 


If a four-lane tunnel were constructed at Constitution Avenue excess traffic 
demands would be dispersed to these new crossings. 

Senator Bratz. Of course, he has a condition in there, as I under- 
stand it. The four-lane tunnel does not adequately take care of the 
traffic in this area. It takes care of it, as I understand him, only if you 
gave recognition to other methods of dispersal in that general area. 

Mr. Tuompson. There is agreement, I think, you will find that the 
District authorities, the Planning Commission, are now in the process 
of thinking in terms of and planning to construct other traffic lanes. 
I think General Lane testified at the proper time they are going to 
build Roaches Run, and there are other traffic needs that will be met 
by other traffic crossings. 

Senator Brste. Their testimony, if I understood it correctly, was 
that they only had two other proposed crossings. One is Roaches Run, 
which you just mentioned, and the other is the bridge between Chain 
Bridge and Key Bridge, which I understand is so far upstream it 
would not take care of the traffic generated in this general area, if I 
understood their position correctly. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Thompson. 

Mr. Tompson. I have one more thing, if I may say. In going 
through the testimony, I find certain inconsistencies, and I think they 
might be cleared up for you. 

I find on page 70 of your testimony where a gentleman representing 
the District said—you will find it at page 70 of the testimony 
[reading]: 

Nevertheless, it should be noted that a four-lane bridge with the same simple 


connections as the tunnel would cost approximately $5 million for the bridge and 
$3 million for the connections, or a total of $8 million. 


Then your question to him was: 


As compared to a six-lane, it would cost $24 million? 
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The response was: 


That is correct, and as compared with a four-lane tunnel with the same 
capacity, approximately, it would cost $2514 million. 

It would seem that what someone is trying to tell you is that you can 
build a four-lane bridge for $8 million, if you build it in the lines of 
the simple tunnel approaches; and that, I think, is subject to some 
clarification. 

Senator Brste. I do not think we would have to clarify that point 
because I certainly think a four-lane bridge would be completely out of 
consideration in this particular problem. 

I promised General Grant that I would call him immediately after 
you. 

However, General Grant, would you mind deferring for just a few 
moments? Iam very anxious to hear Mr. Montgomery, of the Ameri- 
can Oil Co.; and if you can just linger for a few more moments, I 
would appreciate it. 

Mr. Montgomery has been very kind in coming to each of these 
meetings, and I am very interested in accommodating him before the 
noon hour. 


STATEMENT OF G. H. MONTGOMERY, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT 
TO DIVISION MANAGER, AMERICAN OIL CO., WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Monteomery. Mr. Chairman and Senator Beall. 

Senator Brsite. Will you please identify yourself for the record ? 

Mr. Monteomery. My name is G. H. Montgomery, and I am ad- 
ministrative assistant to N. R. Neblett, division manager of the Ameri- 
can Oil Co., in Washington, D. C., who is unable to appear today be- 
cause of unavoidable circumstances. 

Senator Brste. Do you have additional copies of your prepared 
statement ¢ 

Mr. Montcomery. I have one extra copy. 

Senator Brste. You may proceed. 

Mr. Montcomery. The Washington division territory consists of 
the District of Columbia, northern Virginia, and southern Maryland. 

Our interest in a tunnel to cross the Potomac River in the vicinity of 
Roosevelt Island is an economic one. We believe that a tunnel at this 
point will preserve the Georgetown Harbor, which contributes sub- 
stantially to the tax burden of the District of Columbia. 

Senator Bratz. Do you elaborate on that, as to the amount that you 
contribute, later ? 

Mr. Montcomery. As to our own company: yes, sir. 

Senator Bratz. Asto your owncompany. Thank you. 

Mr. Montcomery. Further, we think that from a navigational 
standpoint a tunnel has a distinct advantage in this particular area, 
as it would afford more freedom of boat movement and would preclude 
ice jams caused by a bridge and would allow boats with high rigs to 
enter the harbor for dredging, as well as vessels which must be em- 
ployed during rough weather to bring in petroleum products. 

The American Oil Co. has a barge terminal located at Rosslyn in 
Arlington County, Va., with docking facilities on the west bank of 
the Potomac River near Key Bridge. In order to meet the demand 
for our petroleum products in the Washington area, we schedule 
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barges on a 3-day basis to the Georgetown Harbor. The volume 
amounts to more than 2 million barrels annually. 

The handling of this product affords a livelihood for approximately 
150 employees who receive wages and commissions in excess of 
$675,000 annually. State and local license taxes, real and personal 
property taxes, franchise and income taxes, sales and use taxes, and 
motor-vehicle license fees paid to the State of Virginia, the District 
of Columbia, and to Arlington County, total $85,000 annually. 

In passing, | might mention that our operations at Rosslyn produce 
Federal, District of Columbia, Maryland, and Virginia motor fuel 
taxes of approximately $6 million annually. The Federal Govern- 
ment and District of Columbia share of this sum is in excess of $4 
million. This amount of money will go a long way toward amortizing 
the cost of all presently proposed crossings on the upper reaches of 
the Potomac River. 

If the Georgetown Harbor were closed by bridge facilities denying 
free access to our terminal, we would be forced to move our entire 
operations to Baltimore, Md., which would entail the trucking of 
products from our Baltimore terminal to the individual service 
stations which we supply in metropolitan Washington. 

If such a change in our method of operation should become neces- 
sary, the Rosslyn terminal, in which we have an investment in ex- 
cess of $1 million, would cease to be of use to us; and this property is 
purely a one-use facility, depending upon the water movement of 
petroleum products for its existence, and if put up for sale as surplus 
we could realize only upon the land value and would be obliged to 
bear a tremendous loss on our investment. 

Furthermore, due to conflicting labor arrangements, only a few of 
the 150 employees could be transferred to our Curtis Bay Terminal 
in the event conditions necessitated delivering into the Washington 
area from that point. Consequently, the layoff of these people would 
result in a payroll loss to the community of approximately $675,000 
per annum, as I have mentioned earlier; and the majority of these 
employees have been in our service for more than 15 years, thus having 
reached an age at which the finding of new employment would prove 
extremely difficult. 

A further disadvantage to the community, if it became necessary 
to truck products from Baltimore, Md., would be the considerable in- 
crease in traffic on the streets and bridges of Washington, which in our 
opinion are already overcrowded. The price of petroleum products 
in the Washington area is predicated upon water rates which our prin- 
cipal competitors enjoy. If forced to make this movement from 
Baltimore by truck, it would place us at serious disadvantage in the 
Washington market from a competitive standpoint. 

At the hearing held on April 17, 1957, the District of Columbia 
Highway Department inferred that the sum of $50 annually paid to 
the Federal Government by the American Oil Co. for its right-of-way 
privilege is insignificant. 

Our pipeline crosses Federal Government property for a distance 
of 2,300 feet, and we believe that the amount paid is commensurate 
with that which would be paid by public utilities for a right-of-way 

~asement for such a short distance. 
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Incidentally, this pipeline is not reserved for the exclusive use of the 
American Oil Co., because our agreement places it in the “common 
carrier” category, ‘and other companies are privileged to use it upon 
Toate by ‘the agencies having jurisdiction. 

At this point we would like to inform the committee why we are 
at this particular location. Prior to the year 1942, we owned a large 
terminal in the area in which the Pentagon Building is now situated. 
When our property was acquired by the Federal Government for the 
Pentagon installation, we relocated and enlarged the facilities at the 
then existing auxiliary terminal at Rosslyn and worked out an ar range- 
ment with the Interior Department and Arlington County for con- 
struction of a pipeline from our terminal to a floating dock on the 
river. 

This, of course, was during World War II when the supply and 
distribution of petroleum products was critical and the Government 
was very interested in having us located with water-transportation 
facilities. 

As you know, all petroleum products were pooled and many of the 
local oil companies drew their supplies from this facility. The stocks 
handled there contributed very substantially to furnishing oil to heat 
the homes of the Washington area, and much of the gasoline con- 
sumed was distributed from this point. 

If another emergency should occur, we think that this facility at 
Rosslyn with its access to water transportation will again serve a great 
need in the Washington area. 

Obstructions across the Potomac River preventing movement of 
water traffic to our Rosslyn terminal would impair a multimillion 
dollar investment in a refinery recently constructed at Yorktown, Vir- 
ginia. The Yorktown location is a strategic and natural one for 
direct water movement to the Rosslyn terminal, and if forced to use 
any other method of transporting product to the Washington market, 
the effectiveness of this installation would be reduced. 

If we can be assured of permanent and free access through the chan- 
nel to our Rosslyn terminal, it is our intention to expand our facilities 
to allow for a 25-percent increase in throughput, and employment and 
payroll will expand proportionately. 

This expansion is not to take care of future needs, but to insure 
present supply, inasmuch as we now have to suppleme nt our barge 
movements with other methods of transportation due to inadequate 
facilities. We cannot make these improvements until we are assured 
of free access to the harbor, and a tunnel would give us this assurance. 

That is the end of my statement, and [ appreciate the time you have 
given me. While I am not as thoroughly versed in all phases of this 
matter as Mr. Neblett. who is absent today, I shall endeavor to answer 
any questions which you may wish to ask. 

Senator Bisie. Thank vou very much, Mr. Montgomery. 

Any questions, Senator Beall 4 

Senator Braty. No questions. But I think you and I, as we are 
maintained solely by the taxpayers, I think we should give serious 
consideration to the amount of money being paid by suc h a substan- 
tial taxpayer. 

Senator Brexe. It certainly isa very substantial amount. 
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Mr. Montgomery, could you tell me, simply for my own information, 
as to exactly how much clearance your barges must have? Most of 
your navigation transporation is with barges, is that correct ? 

Mr. Monteomery. There are two means of bringing product in. 
One is a barge which is propelled by a tug, it does not have its own 
proplusion. The second is what we calla tanker. The barge requires 
a clearance when entering of 30 feet. The tanker requires a clearance 
of 70 feet. 

Senator Bretz. I think it has been put in the record earlier, but how 
many bridge raisings occurred during the past year in order to ac- 
commodate your operation ? 

Mr. Montoome_ry. I fear I do not have a record of that, Senator. 

Senator Brisxte. It was 172, or something. I think it runs through 
my mind there were 172 openings. 

r. Monteomery. That is substantially correct; yes, sir. 

Senator Bretz. That was to accommodate the tankers? 

Mr. Montcomery. That was to accommodate the tankers, and in 
some cases to accommodate the barges when they were returning 
empty. When these barges come up the river loaded, they sit low in 
the water. After they discharge their cargo, they naturally rise. 

Senator Brste. The barges? 

Mr. Monteomery. The barges. 

Senator Brete. The barge which is propelled by the tugboat ? 

Mr. Monteomery. That is right, sir. 

Senator Bree. And the tugboat requires a clearance of 30 feet? 

Mr. Montcomery. No; the barge. 

Senator Brste. The barge requires a clearance of 30 feet. 

Mr. Montcomery. Now, the use of the barges we have found not 
feasible because it is difficult to control them in rough water, and dur- 
aes of fog and bad weather they cannot move, they have to be 
tied up. 

On the other hand, the tankers have radar, and much better facilities 
for control through rough water, and nothing stops them. They 
move regardless of fog, regardless of rough water or high water. 

Senator Bratz. Well, is there any alternative method of solving this 
particular problem? I mean, you seem very positive here if there is 
not a drawbridge or isn’t a tunnel at the Constitution Avenue crossing, 
then you will be forced to leave the Rosslyn port, if I understand you 
correctly. 

Mr. Monteoomery. That is correct, sir. There is no craft available 
in this area which can negotiate the bridges without a drawspan. 

Senator Bratz. Is there any way that you could make your unload- 
ing prior to coming into the bridge area, and then transport it through 
the pipeline ? 

Mr. Montcomery. There is a possibility that a pipeline could be 
provided to extend below the present bridges. 

Senator Bree. The reason I ask that question, Mr. Montgomery, 
we are simply trying to solve a very, very difficult problem, and of 
course the problem before this committee, as I view it, is certainly 
broader than the Constitution Avenue tunnel versus Constitution Ave- 
nue Bridge, because we still have before us the question of the south- 
bound Fourteenth Street Highway Bridge, and so there is inherent 
in that problem either the possible construction of another tunnel 
there or a fixed span or an elevated span or a drawbridge. 
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So the Fourteenth Street Bridge really presents a bottleneck to you 
people just as much as the C onstitution Avenue tunnel, or bridge. We 
might vote for the Constitution Avenue tunnel today, and we still 
have not completely solved our problem, because we have the Four- 
teenth Street Highway Bridge, and I am wondering if you have given 
any thought to the problem w shich arises there. 

Mr. Monrcomery. We haven’t given any thought to such problem, 
no, sir. I believe certain agencies have tossed out for consideration the 
possibility that we might utilize a pipeline extending south of the 
two bridges, of the two 14th Street br idges, but we, as the American 
Oil Co., have not given any thought or consideration to such. 

We know, among other things, it would be quite costly. The ex- 
pense of operating would be costly. And whether it would be practical 
or not, we do not know. That is my personal opinion. 

Senator Bree. Certainly. We are just trying to reach some type 
of a solution to this very knotty problem, as I say. 

If the 14th Street Bridge was built as a fixed span, then what would 
the position of the American Oil Co. be? 

Mr. Monteomery. We would probably have to move our operation 
to our Baltimore terminal. 

Senator Bratz. Would it be cheaper to move than to have facilities 
south of the 14th Street fixed span ? 

Mr. Monrcomery. You mean a pipeline? 

Senator Brste. I mean a pipeline, whatever facilities are indicated. 

Mr. Monvrcomery. That would require considerable engineering 
study, I would say, and such a study has not been made. 

Senator Brsitze. You have never made such a study to see if there 
was an alternative solution to this problem ? 

Mr. Montcomery. No. That simply has not been analyzed at all. 

Senator Bratz. If I understand you correctly, there is no other 
way that you could bring the barges out, return the barges, I guess 
empty, unless you had at “Jeast a 30-foot clearance. There is no other 
type of a barge available which would clear less than 30 feet that is 
satisfactory ? 

Mr. Montcomery. That is substantially correct; yes, sir. You 
understand, Senator, we contract our product movement to barge 
companies. They will place a certain number of barges in the area 
from what they have available; and most of these barges which are 
used, and which are not feasible for our purposes anyway, require a 
clearance of 30 feet when they are empty. 

But barges are not satisfactory as a whole. We cannot use them 
40 percent of the time, and the barge people will not keep them stand- 
ing by for that 60-percent usage. Therefore, we must resolve our 
problem by the total use of tankers; and tankers require 70 feet of 
clearance, and require a draw span to be open. 

Senator Bratz. Require 70 feet of clearance? 

Mr. Monteomery. That is right. 

Senator Bratz. How many tankers came into your Rosslyn facility 
during the last year, w nie you recall that? 

Mr. Montcomery. I don’t believe, sir, I have a record of that. I 
have a record of the number of tankers and barges, but not separated 
between the two. 

Senator Bratz. What was the total number of barges and tankers? 

Mr. Monteomery. There were 137. 
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Senator Brete. One hundred thirty-seven barges and tankers——- 

Mr. Montcomery. That is correct. 

Senator Brsie (continuing). Came into your facility in 1956? 

Mr. Monrcomery. And since there was testimony that 177 openings 
were required, you can appreciate that of this number, a certam num- 
ber passed through the draw span without opening; others required 
the opening. 

Senator Brere. How much of an undertaking would it be on the 
art of your company to determine if it was feasible economic ally to 
have a delivery point south of the Fourteenth Street Bridge, and then 
pipe it to your present facility? How large an undertaking i is that, 
sir? 

Mr. Monrcomery. I would say a study could be made, and probably 
could be completed within a few weeks. Just how quickly, I wouldn't 
like to say. 

Senator Brae. And to date, vou say no such study has been made 
by your company ? 

Mr. Monrcomrry. No, sir. 

Senator Brsie. Senator Beal! ? 

Senator Brau. No questions. 

Senator Brste. Thank you very much, Mr. Montgomery, and I 
again apologize for having had so many witnesses that it required ) your 
return on these three separate occasions. 

Now in conformity with my earlier commitment to General Grant, 
I will be very happy to hear General Grant. 

Mr. Roverrson. Mr. Chairman, we have the gentleman who made 
the study for the Committee on Public Works, made just this study, 
and if you would care to have it later, that is all right. (See p. 231.) 


STATEMENT OF GEN. U. S. GRANT III, REPRESENTING THE COM- 
MITTEE OF ONE HUNDRED ON THE FEDERAL CITY, AMERICAN 
PLANNING AND CIVIC ASSOCIATION 


General Grant. In view of the time, I will not read my statement 
entirely. 

Senator Braue. First, for the record, will you identify yourself? 
Your statemetit will be incorporated in full in the record. You may 
highlight it. 

General Grant. U.S. Grant IT, representing the American Plan- 
ning and Civic Association and its local Committee of One Hundred. 

May I, as an old river and harbor engineer, supplement Mr. Mont- 
gomery’s statement to some extent, sir. 

Senator Bist. Certainly. 

General Granv. I think that perhaps I have had as much experience 
or more than anyone in this room with river and harbor problems, and 
to my mind it is not a question of the injury entirely, of the i injury that 
it would do to one or two companies which are going up the river now, 
but it is a question of bottling up forever the only remaining not fully 
developed commercial waterfront in the Nation’s Capital, and that is 
the Georgetown waterfront. 

Of course, there is the Alexandria waterfront below that which is to 
some extent available, and there is some industrial property above this 
bridge, proposed bridge, on the Virginia side. But I hope the com- 
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mittee will not consider for a moment the permanent bottling wp and 
cutting off of that possible commercial development which will with 
time grow. 

At the present moment, you are in a depression of water transporta- 
tion, but I believe that the time will come when we will need what 
water tr ansportation facilities we can get here in the District. 

Senator Breve. Thank you, General. 

General Grant. Perhaps it is an impertinence to offer that thought. 

In regard to the statement made on behalf of the Highway Depart- 
ment, it is rather difficult in a long prepared statement of that kind 
to pick up errors and inaccuracies or misunderstandings. There is one, 
or there are perhaps two, that I did pick up which might be pointed 
out. 

The gentleman said that the center of demand for a crossing was 
approximt ately at Constitution Avenue. 

In plate 5 of the Modjeski report made for the District Commis- 
sioners, they have plotted the demand for crossing: and as I remember 
it quite distinctly, the definite major demand is at the location of the 
present Fourteenth Street Bridge. 

And looking at the demand which is based on this same survey back 
in 1948 and 1949 which he spoke of, there is a provision of some 11 or 13 
lanes upstream to take care of traffic above that Fourteenth Street 
Bridge, and there is nothing whatever downstream to take care of the 
over 14,000 demand cars downstream. 

I would think the committee had better get some further checks on 
the accusations against Mr. Singstad’s figures, because I notice in one 
case where he picks up the actual number of cars reported passing 
through the tunnels in New York in an hour in 2-lane tunnels, that 
they come to somewhere around twenty-six to twenty-nine hundred cars 
which, divided by 2, would give you over 1,400 per lane per hour for 
the rush hour. 

I would like to say that the 2 organizations I represent are inter- 
ested in the development and have been, one for over half a century, 
the other for over 25 years, in the proper development of W ashington 
as the Nation’s Capital. That is our interest entirely, and we are grate- 
ful to you for this opportunity to express our strong opposition to the 
bridge as proposed, and our strong urgency that, i* a crossing must be 
put in this location, it be in the tunnel. 

Now, you asked for possible compromise. May I point out that if 
the 4-lane tunnel is built now, it will take care of the immediate 
needs; and if and when 2 additional lanes become necessary, Should 
such a thing occur, an additional tunnel of 2 lanes can be built to 
provide for that emergency. It doesn’t have to be all done today. 

Senator Braie. Of course, their point in that respect, General Grant, 
if I understand it correctly, is that it is an increased cost of some $30 
million, the differential in cost between the 4-lane tunnel and a 6-lane 
tunnel. 

General Grant. Yes, sir. They have also made all kinds of claims 
about costs heretofore, Senator, and I am not in a position to deny that 
statement, but I don’t believe i it. 

Senator Brave. I think the testimony rather clearly showed that 
if you built a 6-lane tunnel versus a 6-lane bridge, that the differential 
was somewhere in the neighborhood of $30 million. It seems to me 
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that was fairly clearly established, and even admitted by the tunnel 
proponents. That is, 6-lane tunnel versus 6-lane bridge. 

eneral Grant. I believe a number of patriotic organizations, in- 
cluding the Military Order of the Loyal Legion, the Sons of the Union 
Veterans, and others who have spoken to me, have put in similar re- 
quests that if this crossing must go here, it should be in the tunnel 
rather than in this bridge, which would be so harmful to our central 
area development. 

I won’t attempt to repeat or to summarize statements made in here 
which I think may be of interest; but I would like to invite the atten- 
tion of the committee, as a member of the board of the Theodore Roose- 
velt Association, to the fact that the association in that telegram of 
Mr. Straus’ of about last February to the chairman of the House 
District Committee, indicated very definitely the unwilling consent of 
the association given to the moving of the bridge up, because they 
felt as a patriotic duty that a bridge off of the island and below would 
be such a terrible thing that they did give that consent, but that they 
feel that a tunnel offers a solution which will not do such injury to 
the Roosevelt Memorial Island, that they do ask that that be done; and 
I venture to point out that that would be a practical compliance with 
the agreement formerly made by the Government in the act that was 
approved May 21, 1932, in which the Government promised practically 
that nothing would be done to Roosevelt Island which was objected to 
by the association. 

I think it might be of interest to the committee to present a picture 
that was in the National Geographic, of this area, a view that is not 
often presented. 

Senator Bratz. Do you wish to leave that for the use of the com- 
mittee, General Grant ¢ 

General Grant. Yes, sir, if you wish it. But what I want to point 
out is, here is this Marine Memorial, here is your view across the 
river. Of course, the bridge would not show on this, but in this—— 

Senator Bratz. I think that same picture was presented the other 
day. 

General Grant. But on this road you were going to have, one of 
the first proposed was a 3-level grading separation, and now I believe 
it has been changed to a 2-level grade separation, with the new Shrine 
of Freedom over on this side, and you can get the picture of what an 
insult that would be to the memorials which are there. 

Senator Brste. Thank you, General Grant. 

General Grant. And finally, Mr. Chairman, I will just read the 
conclusion : 

For us who ask you to authorize and direct the tunnel to be built by the Interior 
Department, this is not just a question of esthetics. We feel that the heart of 
America, of the Free World, is symbolized here in this memorial center of our 
Capital of Capitals, and the crowning piece of this symbolism will be the Freedom 
Shrine still to be constructed. Millions of visitors from all over these United 
States and from all the countries of the world come here to look, to feel, and, 
now being inspired, to admire. We beg you not to permit the modern vandals 
of the highways to desecrate this one area which we feel should be held sacred, 
by slashing a commercial, purely utilitarian bridge across it and dotting the 
hillsides with grade-separation structures. We believe that our country can 
still afford the luxury of one small decommercialized area devoted to the perpetu- 


ation of the ideals and the memories that have made it great, and a great example 
of American municipal art. 
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Senator Bratz. Thank you very much, General Grant. I am sorry 
we did not get to your testimony a little earlier. 

General Grant. I am very grateful you gave me any time at all. It 
was very good of you. 

Senator Bratz. Thank you, General Grant. 

(General Grant’s prepared statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF GEN. U. S. Grant III 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, this opportunity to appear be- 
fore you and express for the American Planning and Civie Association and its 
local Committee of One Hundred on the Federal City our heartfelt request for 
your approval of the tunnel legislation, and our equally strong opposition to 
the bridge in the vicinity of Constitution Avenue, is greatly appreciated and I 
thank you on their behalf, as well as for myself personally. The two organiza- 
tions named have for over half a century and more than a quarter of a century, 
respectively, labored to secure the suitable development of our National Capital; 
a development which would make it an outstanding example of our American 
civilization and culture, as well as suitable for it as “‘the Capital—the very 
heart—of the Union itself, to be maintained as the ‘permanent’ abiding place 
of all its supreme departments, and within which the immense powers of the 
General Government were destined to be exercised for the great and expanding 
population of the 48 States, and for a future immeasurably beyond the prophetic 
vision of those who designed and created it.”” (Supreme Court, May 29, 1933.) 
Consistent with our past endeavors, we are now opposed to the outrage to the 
city plan and to the great central composition of the Mall and its terminal in the 
Virginia Hills and the Potomac River at their feet. We beg you to realize that 
this composition of memorials, river, landscape is a great American work of 
art, produced with care and expense through the years of the twentieth century, 
that no other capital has anything just like it, and that the American people 
cannot afford to have it destroyed for any of the specious and erroneous reasons 
alleged by the proponents of the bridge. 

May I invite your attention also to the fact that the Military Order of the 
Loyal Legion, the Sons of Union Veterans of the Civil War, and the Theodore 
Roosevelt Association have indicated their decided opposition to the bridge 
and preference for a tunnel if there must be a river crossing at this point. I 
surmise that many other patriotic organizations have expressed themselves like- 
wise for the tunnel, but mention the ones of whose action I am fully informed. 
As a trustee of the Theodore Roosevelt Association, I venture to ask your con- 
sideration especially of the act of Congress approved May 21, 1982, by which the 
Federal Government agreed, in accepting the gift of Theodore Roosevelt Island. 
that nothing would be done to the island “inconsistent with this plan, be executed 
without the association’s consent.” I realize that only partly informed repre- 
sentatives of the association were induced to give an unwilling consent to a 
bridge in an even more deleterious location, on the plea that it would not actually 
touch the island and so would be out of the association’s jurisdiction, and then 
when the board of trustees found what a really terrible thing that askew bridge 
would be, they were again induced to give consent to this location now proposed 
as the choice of two evils. The association now asks Congress to authorize and 
direct the construction of a tunnel, in lieu of the bridge, as a practical fulfilment 
of the terms agreed to in 1982. You doubtless have in your record Mr. Oscar 
S. Straus’ telegram of about February 26, 1957, to the chairman of the House 
committee; but I am sure your committee feels sufficiently strongly the obliga- 
tion assumed by the Federal Government to wish the association’s stand brought 
to your attention now, so I have ventured to do so. 

Not having been able to attend the previous hearings on this subject, I am not 
up to date on the last statements made by the proponents of the bridge. According 
to the newspaper accounts they were still insistent on six tunnel lanes regard- 
less of the fact that experience with other tunnels shows conclusively that the 
four lanes now proposed will carry more traffic than the street and road system 
at each end can absorb. Although examples of it are before their eyes every 
day, our highway department has not yet learned that the capacity of a bridge 
or tunnel lane is much greater than that of a street lane, because there are no 
stoppages for cross traffic or loading and unloading, and so we have every day 


91559-—57——_10 











142 CROSSING OF THE POTOMAC RIVER 


expensive structures crowded for an hour or so with automobiles trying to get 
on or off. They also conveniently ignore the fact that an additional two-lane 
tunnel can be built if and when the additional two lanes are actually needed. 
The 4-lane tunnel, or rather two 2-lane tunnels, is all that you need concern 
yourselves with now and for some years to come. 

To avoid possible repetition of things already said and in order to be sure of 
not imposing upon your patience, I assume that the rather absurd claims of the 
bridge proponents that the traffic flow would be impeded by the grades proposed 
for the tunnel, that special expensive works would be needed to keep flood- 
waters out of the tunnel, that the cost of approaches must be added to the esti- 
mates for the tunnel but not considered for the bridge—whereas actually the 
tunnel would seem to make possible less expensive approaches and fewer expen- 
sive grade separations—that the tunnel will be more vulnerable to sabotage and 
destruction than the bridge, I assume that these specious arguments have been 
adequately answered and that your committee is too wise to be led astray by 
them. However, I do believe it pertinent to point out that, although we have no 
definite experience of the effect of an atomic or nuclear bomb upon a tunnel (at 
least I have heard of none), the shape and monolithic character of the tunnel 
structure, protected by a thickness of earth and a free flowing sheet of water, is 
that recommended for the best protection against such attack. We hope there 
will be no such attack, and maybe there will not be, but if there is, how wise that 
generation will think you were to provide at least this one less vulnerable cross- 
ing of the Potomac between Dahlgren and Point of Rocks. 

One of the excellent features of S. 944 is that it provides for the tunnel to be 
built by the Department of the Interior, and so will not be subject to the unwilling 
design and construction supervision of the District Highway Department. It 
is evident from the opposition of the District authorities to the tunnel that they 
do not wish to build it. They did indeed build the street car underpass at 
DuPont Cirele, which is within a little more than 100 feet of the length proposed 
for the Potomac tunnel, but that was an open ditch job. 

Indeed, Federal construction of Potomac bridges has been generally followed 
within my personal experience with one sad exception: I happened to be assigned 
as an assistant to the superintendent of Public Buildings and Grounds in 1904—5, 
when he was building what is now the old Fourteenth Street or Highway Bridge 
that replaced the Long Bridge of historic fame. It still stands in testimony of 
its correct location and sound design, although turned over to the District 
government and threatened with rebuilding for these many years. The Key 
Bridge was being built by the United States district engineer, when I came back 
in the early twenties. The inadequacy of its approaches was recegnized at the 
time, but owning to the unwillingness of the local authorities concerned no remedy 
was ever accepted by them. The Planning Commission as early as 1928 or 1929 
proposed two alternative solutions of the aproach problem on this side, neither of 
which was accepted by the District authorities. Finally after one of the alterna- 
tives had become impracticable, the Highway Department undertook, as a result 
of some 20 years of urging, what has since been named the Whitehurst Freeway 
the effectiveness of which was somewhat limited by faults in design. Finally I 
was ordered here in 1925 to take charge of the design and construction of the 
Arlington Memorial Bridge under a special Federal commission. I regret to have 
to say that its fullest traffic capacity was reduced after I left for military duty by 
changes and faulty design and use of the approaches. This subject has become 
important only since the Engineer Commissioner has asked for legislation that 
would leave the location and design of such expensive and key structures entirely 
to the District Highway Department, which has not shown any special ability 
even to design them and has caused these harmful delays in meeting public needs 
by its unwillingness to accept suitable and helpful locations for them, where they 
would improve the traffic pattern and circulation, and has persistently insisted 
on sites that are contrary to the best city planning experience and practice, and 
often due to a strange misinterpretation of their own statistics. 

But you have probably already become aware of these facts. It only remains 
for me,’as no longer a public official and speaking as a mere private citizen’ with 
some 50 years of experience of the problems of the Nation’s Capital, to point 
out that the propaganda accusing the National Park Service, the Planning 
Commission, and other advocates of the tunnel as the cause of delay in getting 
another Potomac crossing is unfounded and most unjust. In its 1950 compre- 
hensive plan the Planning Commission, with the best planning talent and experi- 
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ence in this country at its disposal, proposed a consistent and coordinated 
system of bridges that, if gradually built, would have alleviated bottlenecks and 
improved our traffic pattern and flow. But the Highway Department would 
have none of it, wished to violate the Federal Government's agreement with the 
Theodore Roosevelt Association, and throw the weight of this traffic against 
the White House fence. Congress very wisely turned that down, after prolonged 
hearings. Then finding that the District authorities were insistent on a first 
bridge in the central aren and unwilling to try the redistribution of traffic 
needed to improve the existing pattern, the Planning Commission proposed the 
Roaches Run location, which would manifestly be the best solution; but the 
District Highway Department fought that. Now that they seem to have made 
enough headway to feel assured of a crossing somewhere upstream of the 
Fourteenth Street Bridge (in spite of the fact that their own statistics show 
the demand to be greater downstream), they are obstinately insistent that it 
shall be a fixed bridge, cutting off the upstream waterfront on both sides from 
possible future commercial development, and oppose «a tunnel. 

For us who ask you to authorize and direct the tunnel to be built by the 
Interior Department, this is not just a question of aesthetics. We feel that the 
heart of America, of the Free World, is symbolized here in this memorial 
center of our Capital of Capitals, and the crowning piece of this symbolism will 
be the Freedom Shrine still to be constructed. Millions of vistors from all over 
these United States and from all the countries of the world come here to look, 
to feel, and, now being inspired, to admire. We beg you not to permit the modern 
vandals of the highways to desecrate this one area which we feel should be held 
sacred, by slashing a commercial, purely utilitarian bridge across it and dotting 
the hillsides with grade separation structures. We believe that our country 
can still afford the luxury of one small decommercialized area devoted to the 
perpetuation of the ideals and the memories that have made it great, and a great 
exnmple of American municipal art. 


Mr. Thompson. Mr. Chairman, may I have just a word? 

There have been constant—it has been quoted many times that a 6- 
‘ane tunnel would cost $30 million more than a 6-lane bridge. I don’t 
know where that figure came from, and I do not know how it was ar- 
rived at, but I do have here a letter from Mr. Singstad in response 
to your inquiry. 

You asked him if he could furnish for this committee what was his 
actual estimate for a 6-lane tunnel, including all of the elements of 
green included in a 4-lane tunnel. I have here for you a breakdown 
consisting of 4 sheets, in which he informs your committee that a 6- 
lane tunnel, with all of the roads and the bridge adjustments and the 
loop roads which he includes in his original tunnel, will cost 
$32,261,000. 

Senator Brnie. Yes; I recall that testimony, Mr. Thompson. If my 
memory of it is good; he sard that was'the cost of a six-lane tunnel it- 
self, portal to portal, and did not include the approaches on either 
side. 

Mr. THomrson. He has it broken down to give you the architec- 
tural treatment, the roads and ramps, an so on, the same as included 
in the other, so that I would like to submit that. 

Senator Breie. I would be very happy to have you do that, sir. 
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(The document referred to is as follows:) 


Summary of estimated cost 
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Open ramps, including granite finish and coping 
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Portal finish (6 cut granite) 
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4 underground ventilation chambers 
Service building and emergency garage 
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$20, 000 


19, 485, 000 


60, 000 


4, 370, 000 


450, 000 
114, 000 
155, 000 
140, 000 


1, 630, 000 


125, 000 
350, 000 


1, 000, 000 


75, 000 
100, 000 
600, 000 


28, 674, 000 


Engineering and contingencies 12% percent (see letter of O. Sing- 


stad to H. Thompson June 2, 1955) 
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”, 587, 000 





32, 261, 000 


Estimate of cost—Steel bent (cofferdam and sheet piling) =2,870 feet 














Item Description Unit Unit | Quantity | Amount 
No. | price | 

1 | Earth excavation__.........-- Cubic yard... .. $2. 00 301, 000 | $602, 000 

2| Rock excavation........_._..._..-..___ Kasey e2....: 9.00 102,700 | 924, 300 

3 | Sheet pile and cofferdam steel_-_____...._.-- PR sidbb sia nn 180. 00 9, 350 1, 683, 000 
i eel a ah ans ceenpuntemen Cublic yard-_..- 40. 00 119, 100 4, 764, 000 

5 | Structural steel_..................__-- Mlieddendéen<du 280. 00 35,800 | 10, 024, 000 
kein cuewachdenaknaeuews Pati cn ccwsun .12 464, 500 | 55, 740 

FRR 669 e hie cece scans ks bias lance 15 302, 000 45, 300 

8 | Waterproofing, l-ply-.............------- .| Square yard..__- 1. 50 79, 400 119, 100 

9 | Brack mi mange... ........................-]| Cube yard.....| 100.00 6, 000 600, 000 

Oe II BAS. no bd 3 544 4dssos sian y cd Square foot_-._- 1.75 218, 500 381, 975 

11 | Steel curb including anchorage. -_-.___--_- ..| Linear foot... _- 6.00 11, 500 69, 000 

12 | Cast iron castings _-__._____- jhnsedsliddnahent Peer... 40 Y . 40 30, 000 12, 000 

13 | 6-way vitrified clay ducts_.........._..___-. Duct foot. -___-- . 80 34, 400 27, 552 

14 | Electrical conduits and bores. -..............| Luamp......-...-}-......-]-.-.-2- 2. 40, 000 
15 os" iron tunnel service pipe (cement | Linear foot..---- 9.00 5, 740 | 51, 660 
16 | Copper, brass and bronze. _.............-.-- WOU Sib C ee 2. 12, 000 | 24, 000 
17 | Miscellaneous steel and iron__-__- ithe nee edcmenkie .40 45, 000 | 18, 000 
tt cee, ace catnecteshictbeiel th biiaat Lecti,S oe De ta 19, 441, 627 
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Estimate of cost—Open ramps with retaining walls 


Unit | Quantity | Amount 




















| | 
Item | Description Unit | 
No. price 

DR ai a Cubic yard... $2.00}  126,000| $252,000 
ia NE E's cht hc atkcbadaccdebudadouddeted WOM I20s. sii 180. 00 1,300 234, 000 
te sivtneamcensan eee eee 40. 00 47, 800 1, 912, 000 
4 | Reinforcing bars- iuccdassusn eudaedeunemelt ae e320 -12} 3,800,000 456, 000 
| Waterproofing, 4- -ply jiiasmnenine aka td Square yard... 4. 50 16, 700 75, 150 
5) WGPONNEES BONY « - .-<20- no on neon saenoen | 1.50 19, 200 28, 800 
6 | Brick in mastic-_- : _...| Cubie yard_- 100. 00 1, 500 150, 000 
7 | Premoulded cork joint filler _ ngs shabu peg, HEE iscaden 1.00 32, 000 32, 000 
8 | Copper water mee ee ahah Akane Pound - nai 2. 00 55, 000 110, 000 
9 Steel curb Joh sab ease die td IL 5.00 5, 500 27, 500 
10 Gat ee casas debidthideduss vcd biddicthh tank ed dtinnadeueaee . 40 20, 000 8, 000 
11 | Cast steel castings-_-- Aitsda ries a tiatete hn waeodakan 45 4, 800 2, 160 
12 | Miscellaneous steel and iron - ccliies ail alate ee oa . 40 25, 000 10, 000 
13 | Water pipes, drains, etc ; omy Lump-.-- Bc db Sucdiinbesien dene 6, 000 
14 | Electrical conduits and boxes--_-- hm a dacs acl ae ‘ 37, 000 
15 | Surface restoration - Jcucumeen coeadtdawen ike cxetcak |--------|-----~-----< 12, 000 
16 | Bridge reconstruction...................----]....- Diiind base abner tleieten ene 500, 000 
ES het oth cate cktae i eacn eed abate eee nani canbe 3, 852, 610 

Seam face mee and stone coping (see | 
sheet 4 C) _. edad a iasicataaapis acdeenaetalandemicah taiediadaas aia SEE Aen. 518, 000 
Os scdccpcapnagenacieghacobeigeseutinannatonanuet Jed veudgumaleudddechboadl 4, 370, 610 








Tunnel) finish, 22, 870X75.50=$433,370. Say $450,000. 

Tunnel paving, 20,400 square yards at $7.50= $153,000. 

Ramp paving, 18,300 square yards at $7.50=$137,250. Say $137,500. 
6 cut granite (portal finish), 350 cubic yards=9,450X$12=$113,400. 
Stone coping, 5,500 linear feetX$12= $66, 000 

Seam face granite 56,500 square feet X$8= 452, 000 


Seam face granite and coping . 518, 000 


Mr. Tuomrson. The point that I am trying to make is, somewhere 
there has crept in an imaginary $17 million price tag on approaches, 
which very obviously cannot be substantiated, because we tried to 
make it quite clear the approaches would cost you $3.2 million; and if 
you double it, you could not conceivably reac ha figure of $54 million 
for a 6-lane tunnel, which would be nearer 38 or 40. 

But so far as I "know, no one is supporting, seeking legislation or 
wishing approval of a 6-lane tunnel. I don’t know w why “it has been 
brought in. 

Senator Brete. I think the question of a 6-lane tunnel came up 
through the Highway Department when they indicated that if we did 
go to a tunnel instead of a 6-lane bridge, it certainly should be a 6-lane 
tunnel. That was my understanding, that is how it came in, and I 
understood the Highway Department to establish the fact that the 
6-lane tunnel cost $47,842,000. I believe that was their testimony. 

Mr. THompson. That is according to their figures, not according 
to Mr. Singstad’s. 

Senator Bratz. My impression was that that was based in part on 
Mr. Singstad’s figure of $33,250,000 for the cost of the tunnel itself. 
However, the chairman cer tainly is going to ask the staff to review 
these figures and see if we cannot arrive at the exact difference or, as 
close as we can, the difference between the cost of a 6-lane tunnel and 
the 6-lane bridge. I want to review the testimony myself in that 
regard, Mr. Thompson. I have carried $30 million in my mind, 
frankly, from the testimony which has come up. 

Mr. THompson. I think you are entitled to know what the $17 
million would buy if it conforms to the fully prepared plan. 

Senator Bree. All right. 
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Mr. Rivarv. Mr. Chairman, could I 

Senator Bisie. Not right now. I do not want to get this in a back 
and forth business any more than I can help. 

Mr. Cook, of the Federal City Council, has a prepared statement. 

In the interests of time, we will simply have this incorporated in 
full at this place in the record. I might read the final resolution of 
the Federal City Council, which states: 


(A) The Federal City Council formally supports construction of a 6-lane 
bridge over a 4-lane facility of any type. 

(B) Construction of such a bridge should be started at the earliest possible 
date. Therefore, it is recommended that the executive committee and board of 
trustees should determine what action the council should take in order to make 
its position known to the proper officials and help expedite construction of a 
Constitution Avenue Bridge. 


That will be incorporated in full at this place in the record. 
(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT BY G. YATES CooK, EXECUTIVE DIREcTOR, FEDERAL Ciry CoUNCIL 


My name is G. Yates Cook, executive director of the Federal City Council. 1 
am appearing before this committee to testify on behalf of the council, in support 
of early construction of a 6-lane bridge across the Potomac at the approximate 
foot of Constitution Avenue. 

The council is a nonprofit organization composed of 50 leading citizens, who 
formed it to assist in community development. Our president is George A. Gar- 
rett, general partner in Merrill Lynch, Pierce, Fenner & Beane, and former Am- 
bassador to Ireland. Our chairman is Francis G. Addison, Jr., president of 
Security Bank. Other members include the publishers of Washington’s three 
leading newspapers, and civic leaders engaged in a wide variety of other busi 
ness and professional activities. 

You can get a clearer picture of our organization from this membership list, 
which I would like to submit for inclusion in the record of these hearings. 

Because of their interest in a better-planned and better-developed Capital City, 
our members have been deeply concerned over the need for new Potomac River 
crossings. 

They have been well aware that, according to one authoritative estimate,’ there 
will be about 328,000 vehicles crossing the Potomac daily by 1970. This rep- 
resents an increase of 50 percent over present crossings. Assuming fully ade- 
quate approach systems, crossings may step up to 393,000 vehicles daily. 

Officials further estimate that to effectively meet peak hour demands and ac- 
commodate reasonable trip requirements, a minimum of 14 additional lanes across 
the river will be needed within the next 16 years. 

According to the same estimate, there will be at least 75,000 vehicles cross- 
ing the Potomac in the vicinity of Constitution Avenue by 1970. 

It is important to note that these estimates were made for the National Capi 
tal Planning Commission by Wilbur Smith, a well-known consulting firm. They 
are accepted by planning officials, as well as by spokesmen for the Highways 
Department. 

In view of these figures, our members have been especially concerned over the 
delaying controversy over whether a bridge or tunnel should be built at Con- 
stitution Avenue. 

Last fall we were requested by officials involved to take action to help resolve 
this controversy. 

In November, the executive committee of the Federal City Council set up a 
special committee to investigate and analyze the economic, esthetic and engi- 
neering facts on both sides. 

Benjamin M. McKelway, editor of the Washington Star, was named chairman 
of this group. Other members have included: 

Francis G. Addison, Jr., Federal City Council chairman, and president of 
Security Bank: 


1Renort on Traftie Volumes and Capacity Requirements for Potomac River Bridges 
and Inner Traffic Loop. Prepared for National Capital Planning Commission by Wilbur 
Smith and Associates, 1955. 
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William McManus, FCC first vice president, and vice president of Chesapeake 

& Potomac Telephone Co. ; 

Philip Graham, publisher of the Washington Post-Times Herald ; 
John T. O'Rourke, editor of the Washington News, and acting chairman of 

Potomac crossings committee; 

W. M. Kiplinger, publisher of Kiplinger Newsletters ; 
Sdward Baltz, president of the Perpetual Building Association; and 
Miles Colean, economist. 

We recognized that our major contribution in this debate would be to gather 
the facts on both sides and, on the basis of careful and impartial evaluation of 
these facts, to arrive at that position which our members believed to be in the 
best interests of the community at large. 

Therefore, our president, George Garrett, invited officials on both sides to ap- 
pear before our Potomac crossings committee and present their viewpoints. 

On two successive Fridays, Federal and District officials testified before this 
committee in the board room of the National Savings & Trust Co. 

On January 11, the case for a bridge was presented by the following District 
officials : 

Gen. Thomas A. Lane, Engineer Commissioner ; 
J.N. Robertson, Highways Director; 
Gerard Sawyer, Chief of the Highways Office of Planning ; and 
Douglas Brinkley, Chief Planning Engineer for Highways. 
One week later, the tunnel viewpoints were delivered to our group by : 
Conrad Wirth, Director of National Parks Service ; 
Harland Bartholomew, Chairman of the National Capital Planning Com- 
mission ; 
David Finley, Chairman of the Fine Arts Commission ; 
Harry Thompson, Associate Superintendent of the National Capital Parks 

Service ; and 
Ole Singstad, tunnel engineer and consultant. 

Verbatim transcripts were taken of all this testimony, and rebuttals were 
prepared by both sides. The major points were then carefully weighed by mem- 
bers of our Potomac crossings committee. 

On February 8, after this analysis, committee members met and voted unani- 
mously in support of a six-lane bridge at Constitution Avenue. And on February 
14 the full board of trustees of the council approved our resolution to this effect. 

secause the reasons for our council's stand are summarized in this resolution, 
I would like to take your committee’s time to read it in full. It is worded as 
follows: 

“Whereas members of the Federal City Council recognize that 

“1. Early construction of a Potomac River crossing at Constitution Avenue is 
imperative, in view of the present cross river volume of traffic which all analyses 
indicate will increase. 

“2. Such construction threatens to be delayed by continuing official disagree- 
ments over whether this crossing should be a 6-lane bridge or a 4-lane tunnel. 

“3. In its role as unbiased community-improvement group, the council should 
try to help resolve these differences and obtain a new Potomac crossing at this site. 

“4. In meetings with officials on both sides the council has secured enough 
economic, engineering and esthetic facts to determine which type crossing it 
should favor. 

“Dh. Impartial analysis has convinced FCC members this crossing should be a 
6-lane bridge for the following reasons : 

“(a) A 4-lane crossing of any type would be totally inadequate to meet 
traffic needs, whereas they could be more adequately served by a 6-lane 
crossing ; 

“(b) Planned street systems on both sides of the river have adequate 
capacity to accommodate traffic volumes of a 6-lane structure ; 

“(c) A bridge would be less expensive to build and maintain than a tunnel. 
The consequent savings would benefit District taxpayers and, since Federal 
funds are involved, taxpayers throughout the Nation; 

“(d) When esthetic considerations are weighed, they do not justify a 
4-lane tunnel over a 6-lane bridge; 

“(e) Congress has already approved a bridge as superior to a tunnel. 
Money is now available for starting bridge construction. 

“6. Our analysis has convinced us that too much time and effort have been 
wasted in this debate. The point has come for immediate action on building a 
Constitution Avenue bridge. 
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“Therefore be it 

“Resolved, That: 

“(A) The Federal City Council formally supports construction of a 6-lane 
bridge over a 4-lane facility of any type. 

“(B) Construction of such a bridge should be started at the earliest possible 
date. Therefore, it is recommended that the executive committee and board of 
trustees should determine what action the council should take in order to make 
its position known to the proper officials and help expedite construction of a Con- 
stitution Avenue bridge.” 

In this connection, I would also like to have inserted in the record a report 
made to our full membership by John T. O’Rourke, acting chairman of the Poto- 
mac crossings committee, explaining the council’s position in somewhat greater 
detail. 

Finally, as a service to your committee, our members have voted to make avail- 
able all of the data on which our position is based. 

Therefore, I now turn over to you, Mr. Chairman, a package containing the 
following materials: 

(1) Full and complete transcripts of the testimony given at meetings of 
the councils’ Potomac crossings committee ; 

(2) Rebuttals prepared by both bridge and tunnel advocates ; and 

(8) Exhibits used by both sides in their presentations before our organ- 
ization. 

(See p. 178.) 

If members of the Federal City Council can provide any further research and 
fact-finding assistance to this committee in your current investigation, we will 
be delighted to do so. 

Thank you. 


OFFICERS AND BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF FEDERAL City COUNCIL 
OFFICERS 


Chairman, Francis G. Addison, Jr. 
President, George A. Garrett. 

First vice president, William J. McManus. 
Secretary, F. Elwood Davis 

Treasurer, Frank J. Luchs. 

General counsel, James C. Wilkes. 
Executive director, G. Yates Cook. 


BOARD OF TRUSTEES 


Francis G. Addison, Jr.,* president, Security Bank, Ninth and G Streets NW. (1) 

Alvin L. Aubinoe,’ president, Aubinoe Construction Co., 1515 Nineteenth Street 
NW. (6) 

Bruce Baird,* president, National Savings & Trust Co., 15th Street and New 
York Avenue NW. (5) 

Edward C. Baltz,* president, Perpetual Building Association, 11th and E Streets 
NW. (4) 

John T. Barnett,’ general manager, Sears, Roebuck & Co., 4500 Wisconsin Ave- 
nue NW. (16) 

Daniel W. Bell, president, American Security & Trust Co., 15th Street and 
Pennsylvania Avenue NW. (5) 

Herbert B. Blunck,’ general manager, Hotel Statler, Sixteenth and K Streets 
NW. (5) 

Everett J. Boothby,’ president, Washington Gas Light Co., 1100 H Street NW. (5) 

B. Bernei Burgunder, vice president, S. Kann Sons Co., Highth Street and Market 
Space NW. (4) 

George B. Burrus,’ president, Peoples Drug Stores, 77 P Street NE. (2) 

Morris Cafritz, president, Cafritz Construction Co., 1404 K Street NW. (5) 

Edward R. Carr, president, Edward R. Carr, Inc., 1010 Vermont Avenue NW. (5) 

B. Taylor Chewning, Jr., vice president, The United Clay Products Co., 931 In- 
vestment Building 1511 K Street NW. (5) 

Miles Colean,* economist, Transportation Building, 17th and H Streets NW. (6) 

Harry M. Davidow,’ executive vice president and general manager, The Hecht Co., 
Seventh and F Streets NW. (4) 

F. Elwood Davis,’ attorney, Reasoner & Davis, 505 Transportation Building, 17th 
and H Streets NW. (6) 


2 Executive committee. 





Q 


oe ee ee ae ee, ee on ee. ee a. | 





CROSSING OF THE POTOMAC RIVER 149 


Clark G. Diamond,* division vice president, Chestnut Farms Division, National 
Dairy Products Corp., 2535 Pennsylvania Avenue NW. (7) 

Richard P. Dunn,’ president and chairman of the board, Julius Garfinckel & Co., 
14th and F Streets NW. (4) 

R. Roy Dunn,’ president, Potomac Electric Power Co., 920 E Street NW. (4) 

William H. Dyer, vice president, Perpetual Building Association, 11th and E 
Streets NW. (4) 

Robert V. Fleming,’ chairman of the board, The Riggs National Bank, 15th Street 
and New York Avenue NW. (13) 

General Walter H. Frank, Sears, Roebuck & Co., Nationa! Press Building, 1346 F 
Street NW. (4) 

Hon. George A. Garrett, general partner, Merrill Lynch, Pierce, Fenner & 
Beane, 719 Fifteenth Street NW. (5) 

Ralph L. Goldsmith, president, Lansburgh’s Department Store, Seventh and E 
Streets NW. (4) 

Philip L. Graham,’ publisher, The Washington Post & Times Herald, 1515 L 
Street NW. (5) 

George E. Hamilton, Jr., attorney, Hamilton & Hamilton, Union Trust Building, 
740 Fifteenth Street NW. (5) 

Frank R, Jelleff, president, Frank R. Jelleff & Co., 1214-1220 F Street NW. (4) 

Howard W. Kacy, president, Acacia Mutual Life Insurance Co., 51 Louisiana 
Avenue NW. (1) 

Cecil D. Kaufmann, president, Kay Jewelry Stores, Inc., 1328 New York Ave- 
nue NW. (5) 

W. M. Kiplinger,’ president, Kiplinger Washington Agency, 1729 H Street NW. (6) 

Frank J. Luchs,’ vice president and treasurer, Shannon and Luchs Co., 724 
Fourteenth Street NW. (5) 

J. Willard Marriott,’ president, Hot Shoppes, Inc., 5161 River Road (16) 

Hon. George C. McGhee, independent oil producer, McGhee Production Co., 2406 
Kalorama Road NW. (8) 

Benjamin M. McKelway,’ editor, The Evening Star, 11th Street and Pennsylvania 
Avenue NW. (4) 

Lanier P. McLachlen, chairman of the board, McLachlen Banking Corp., Tenth 
and G Streets NW. (1) 

William J. McManus,’ vice president Chesapeake & Potomac Telephone Co., 
725 Thirteenth Street NW. (5) 

Seward H. Mott, Seward H. Mott Associates, 2151 K Street NW. (7) 

Samuel E. Neel, general counsel, Mortgage Bankers Association of America, 
1001 Fifteenth Street NW. (5) 

John T. O’Rourke,’ editor, The Washington Daily News, 1013 Thirteenth Street 
NW. (5) 

Mandell J. Ourisman, president, Ourisman Chevrolet, Inc., 610 H Street NE. (2) 

Thornton W. Owen’, Thornton J. Owen & Son, Perpetual Building Association, 
1111 E Street NW. (4) 

Maj. Gen. Louis W. Prentiss (Ret.)’*, executive vice president, American Road 
Builders’ Association, 918 16th Street NW. (6) 

John A. Reilly,’ president, The Second National Bank, 1333 G Street NW. (5) 

John A. Remon, 3104 33d Place NW. (8) 

W. E. Reynolds, consulting engineer, Continental Building, 1012 Fourteenth 
Street NW. (5) 
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Senator Breie. Our next witness will be Mr. Parker, of the Smoot 
Sand & Gravel Corp. 
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Glad to have you with us, Mr. Parker, and again my apologies for 
holding you so long. 
You may proceed. Will you identify yourself for the record ? 


STATEMENT vs ALVIN M. PARKER, VICE PRESIDENT AND SECRE- 
TARY, SMOOT SAND & GRAVEL CORP. 


Mr. Parker. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

My name is Alvin M. Parker. I ama graduate engineer, and vice 
president and secretary of the Smoot Sand & Gravel Corp. in Wash 
ington. That corporation produces its sand and gravel from sub- 
aqueous deposits by dredging. 

Those deposits are in the Potomac River and its tributaries in 
Maryland and Virginia. 

Senator Bratz. What kind was that? 

Mr. Parker. Subaqueous, underwater. 

Senator Binur. Go ahead, Mr. Parker. Do you have a prepared 
statement / 

Mr. Parker. No: I do not. I have some notes here of my own, 
which I don’t think anyone else can make heads or tails of. 

Senator Bisie. Proceed in your own manner. 

Mr. Parker. I might add, one of the questions I wish to bring up 
is not in contention between either the Highway Commission or the 
Department of the Interior. It has to do with some of the legislative 
history of the Potomac River as it has come from time to time in the 
Halls of Congress. 

I, like Mr. Jack Robinson here, was born in the shadow of the 
Capitol. 

The most disastrous effect that any fixed span bridge over the 
Georgetown Channel will have on Washington seems to have been 
entirely ignored by proponents as well as opponents of such a 
structure. 

As early as 1804, when Congress was new in Washington, prac- 
tically, it had to consider the subject of the silting of the Potomac 
River when the Georgetown Corp. made a petition to it because of 
a “mud bank” which had formed in the main shipping channel bet ween 
what is now Roosevelt Island and the District of Columbia shore. 

Again 40 years later, the lack of adequate navigational depth in the 
Potomac from Georgetown to Long Bridge was argued in Congress, 
and Isaac Hill referred then to the “many million cords” of silt de- 
posited in that area. 

In 1857, that is, 13 years later, the Secretary of the Interior made a 
report to Congress (34th Cong., 3d sess., Doc. No. 68, p. 10) concern- 
ine the cause of mud deposits in Georgetown’s shipping channel, and 
Alfred M. Rives, engineer in charge of a survey of bridges across the 
Potomac, wrote: 

Examination of ol@ charts, as well as reflections upon the necessary operations 
of nature, convince me that these flats date from a period long antecedent to 
the erection of the causeway. That they have increased rapidly during the past 
50 years is but natural, when we consider what vast deposits must result from 
the freshet waters of the Potomac, now rendered doubly turbid from washing 
the shores of a highly cultivated region. It must be evident that ploughed hill- 
sides furnish more alluvial deposit than unbroken forests or grassy slopes. By 
the operation of these and similar causes, many ports. formerly deep and acces- 
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sible, now scarcely exist, of which Bladensburg, in our immediate vicinity, and 
others on our rivers of the Atlantic seaboard, are familiar examples. 

And I might add here that Bealetown in 1737, I think it was, 
probably established by our distinguished Senator from Maryland, 
considered itself a navigable port and loaded ships for Fngland at 
that time. 

Senator Brste. Where is that located ? 

Mr. Parker. That is immediately above Bladensburg. 

Senator Binte. Above Bladensburg. 

Mr. Parker. On the Anacostia River. It was; it is gone now. 

Now, the Geographical Review in 1945 published an article by L. C. 
Gottschalk entitled “Effects of Soil Erosion on Navigation in Upper 
Chesapeake Bay,’ and I would like to read a short paragraph from 
that article, if I may, for the record, because I think it is enlightening. 
And this is the quotation, a short paragraph from it: 

sv 1837, as revealed by a United States Coast and Geodetic Survey hydro- 
graphic chart, the Potomac River above Long Bridge was so filled with sediment 
that the prevailing depth on both sides of the main channel was less than 3 feet. 
A bar had almost completely closed the entrance to Tiber Bay by this date. <A 
study of the chart indicates that as much as 50 feet of sediment may have been 
resting on the bottom of the ancient channel of the Potomac opposite Washington. 

Georgetown began dredging operations shortly after the causeway was com- 
pleted. During the period 1833-81 the Federal Government appropriated a total 
of $440,000 for channel improvement. 


And that was a lot of money. 


Now I particularly invite your attention to this one sentence: 


A channel 200 feet wide and 15 to 16 feet deep completed in April 1875, had 
been reduced to a depth of 9 feet by the spring of 1878. 

In 3 years there had been 6 to 7 feet of silt deposited in the channel. 

Now, there has been testimony at one of the hearings that plans 
under consideration include the closing of all draw spans in the bridges 
of the Potomac River, the navigable Potomac from Washington to 
Virginia. Although the question of channel maintenance was brought 
up in that hearing, there has been very slight mention in the findings 
of fact regarding that question. 

The Potomac River has been found to carry in excess of 5,500,000 
tons of silt annually near Washington. The removal of that part of 
this annual load of sediment which is deposited in the Georgetown 
Channel will not be possible with the bridges closed. The maximum 
ship that can get underneath the bridges when closed is limited by 
the lowest bridge. The ship cannot be any higher than 16.8 feet in 
that event. That is the maximum allowed by the Corps of Engineers. 

We have recognized that there are periods during the day when 
the obstruction of the flow of vehicles over the Potomac would prove 
an onerous traffic problem, and after conversation with the people in- 
volved, the United States Engineer Office formulated a schedule which 
prohibits the opening of any of the bridges involved here during the 
peak hours, which are from 6: 45 in the morning until 9: 15; and from 
3:45 in the afternoon until 6: 30. 

That means there is a period of over 5 hours, I think it is 5 hours 
and a quarter that adds up to, that the bridges are closed to traffic 
coming up and down the river. So that we figure that we are doing 
our part toward the traffic problem in Washington. 
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I would like to introduce into the record this schedule as formulated 
by the Corps of Engineers. 

Senator Bratz. The schedule may be introduced and made a part of 
the record. 

(The schedule referred to is as follows :) 


Corps OF ENGINEERS, U. S. ARMY 
Office of the District Engineer 
WASHINGTON DISTRICT 
First and Douglas Streets NW., Washington 25, D. C. 


Public Notice No. 499 
823.01 NAWGW December 16, 1955 


Part 203. Bripge REGULATIONS—MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS 
POTOMAC RIVER AT WASHINGTON, D. C. 


To Whom It May Concern: 


Attached are regulations governing the operation of drawbridges across the 
Potomac River at Washington, D. C. 

The regulations herewith have been amended by deleting certain provisions 
which are no longer necessary and by providing for openings of the drawspans 
on 6 hours’ advance notice given by vessel operators, except during prescribed 
closed periods. The amended portions of the regulations are shown by asterisks 
(*) and were approved by authority of the Secretary of the Army on November 
25, 1955. All other portions of the regulations were approved October 27, 1951. 

The regulations are applicable to the following bridges which cross the Poto- 
mac River at Washington D. C. : 


Underclearance above 
Type ae ee 
Mean low | Mean high 
water {| water 
Feet Feet 
Pennsylvania RR. bridge (river mile 109.8) __..........----- Swing__- gn 21.1 | 18. 2 
Fourteenth Street Highway Bridge (river mile 109.9)__....-- Bascule- .-- ; 27.5 24. 6 
Fourteenth Street ae Bridge (river mile 110,0)_.......| Swing .......---- 21.1 | 18. 2 
Arlington Memorial Bridge (river mile 111.0)_.-.......----- Bascule-..------- 33.6 30. 7 


The office of the harbormaster, which is also the office of the Harbor Precinct, 
Metropolitan Police Department, Washington, D. C., has been designated to 
receive and coordinate all requests for drawspan openings. The owners or 
agents of vessels requiring openings of drawspans in any of the bridges listed 
above, should communicate with the office of the harbormaster at the following 
address and telephone number, at least 6 hours in advance of the time when 
draw openings are required, giving the names of the bridges to be opened, the 
name and type of vessel for which the opening is required, and the date and 
time when the vessel is expected to arrive at bridges. The harbormaster will in 
turn notify the respective bridge owners of opening requirements: Office of the 
Harbormaster, Maine Avenue and M Street SW., Washington 4, D. C. Tele- 
phone : NAtional 8-6000, Ext. 430. 

Attention is invited to paragraph (h) of the regulations which requires that 
no openings of drawspans shall be made between the hours of 6:45 a. m. and 
9:15 a. m., and 3: 45 p. m. and 6: 30 p. m. daily. 

The amended regulations were published in the Federal Register on December 
10, 1955, and will be effective 30 calendar days from the date on January 9, 1956. 
Drawspan openings required prior to this date will be made in accordance with 
existing regulations as contained in the Code of Federal Regulations, Title 33, 
Chapter II, Part 203.325, as amended October 27, 1951. 


Ray ADAMS, 
Colonel, Corps of Engineers, 
District Engineer. 
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. Pursuant to the provisions of section 5 of the River and Harbor Act of August 
18, 1894 (28 Stat. 362, 33 U. S. C. 499), section 203.325 governing the operation of 
drawbridges across the Potomac River at Washington, D. C., is hereby amended, 
as follows: 

“903.325 Potomac River at Washington, D. C.; drawbridges. (a) Operation 
requirements. The owners of or agencies controlling the bridges shall provide the 
appliances and the personnel necessary for the safe, prompt and efficient opera- 
tion of the draws. 

“(b)* Advance notice required for openings of the draws. Any vessel which 
will require an opening of the draws of the respective bridges shall give to the 
designated representative of the owners of or agencies controlling the bridges 
at least 6 hours’ advance notice of the time the openings will be required. The 
notice shall contain the name of the vessel and the expected time of its arrival at 
the bridges. Upon receipt of such notice the designated representative shall 
arrange for draw tenders to be in attendance at the bridges at the time specified 
in the notice and for the attendance of draw tenders for a reasonable time 
thereafter, if necessitated by a minor delay in arrival of the vessel. In the 
event the vessel will be unduly delayed further notification shall be given to the 
designated representative. The actual opening of the bridges for the passage 
of the vessel will be accomplished only after exchange of the prescribed signals: 
Provided, That no openings shall be made during closed periods as specified in 
paragraph (h) hereinafter: Provided further, That when an approaching train 
is actually on the railroad bridge block, or a mail train is in motion toward the 
bridge in sight or hearing of the draw tender, the draw of the railroad bridge 
need not be opened until the train has passed and the drawspan is cleared: And 
provided further, That in time of floods or other emergencies the District En- 
gineer, Corps of Engineers, may order that the drawspans on all bridges covered 
by these regulations be manned for immediate openings for the duration of the 
emergency. 

“(e) Interference with operation of bridge prohibited. Trains and vehicles 
shall not be stopped on a bridge for the purpose of delaying its opening, nor shall 
watercraft be navigated so as to hinder or delay the operation of draw, but all 
passage over or through a drawbridge shall be prompt to prevent delay to either 
land or water traffic. 

“(d) Sound signals. (1) Call signal for opening of draw. Three long blasts 
of a whistle, horn, or siren, or three loud and distinct strokes of a bell, sounded 
within reasonable hearing distance of the bridge and in time to give due notice 
to the draw tender. 

“(2) Acknowledging signals. (i) When draw can be opened immediately : One 
long blast of a whistle, horn, or siren, or one loud and distinct stroke of a bell. 

“(ii) When draw cannot be opened immediately, or when it is open and must 
be closed immediately: Four short, rapid blasts of a whistle, horn, or siren, 
or four rapid strokes of a bell. The vessel shall acknowledge by one long blast 
followed by one short. blast or by two strokes of a bell. Thereafter, as soon as 
the draw can be opened, the draw tender shall sound one long blast or one 
stroke of a bell. 

“Note.—As used in this paragraph, the term ‘long blast’ means a distinct 
blast of 3 seconds’ duration, and the term ‘short blast’ means a distinct blast 
of 1 second’s duration. 

“(e) Visual signals. To be used in conjunction with sound signals when con- 
ditions are such that sound signals may not be heard: 

“(1) Call signal for opening of draw. A white flag by day or a white light 
by night, swung in full circles at arm’s length in full sight of the bridge and facing 
the draw. 

(2) Acknowledging signals. (i) When draw can be opened immediately: A 
white flag by day or a green light by night, swung up and down vertically a 
number of times in full sight of the vessel. 

“(ii) When draw cannot be opened immediately, or when it is open and 
must be closed immediately: A red flag by day or a red light by night, swung 
to and fro horizontally in full sight of the vessel. The vessel shall acknowledge 
by swinging to and fro horizontally a red flag by day or a red light by night. 
Thereafter, as soon as the draw can be opened, the draw tender shall swing a 
white flag or a green light up and down vertically a number of times in full sight 
of the vessel. 

“(f) Passing of railroad bridge and two highway bridges at Fourteenth Street. 
A vessel desiring to pass these bridges shall give the call signal for the first bridge 
to be passed. A radio or other intercommunication system of a type approved 
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by the District Engineer, Corps of Engineers, Washington, D. C., shall be provided 
and maintained by the owners in the control room of the drawspan of each 
bridge. When the call signal is given by an approaching vessel, the bridge nearest 
the vessel, if that bridge can be opened immediately, shall communicate with 
the other bridges to see if they can open immediately. The draw tender shall 
await the reply from the other bridges and then give the appropriate acknowl- 
edging signal. If any of the bridges cannot be opened immediately, the proper 
signal shall be given from the bridge nearest the vessel to be followed as soon 
as possible by the signal from that bridge that the draws are about to open. 

“(g) Right of way. (1) Vessels approaching from opposite directions. When 
vessels are approaching from opposite directions to pass a bridge, each vessel 
shall give the call signal for opening of the draw. The vessel running with 
the current shall have the right-of-way. At slack tide the vessel running in the 
direction of the ebb current shall have the right-of-way. 

“(2) Vessels approaching from same direction. When vessels are approaching 
a bridge from the same direction to pass a bridge, each vessel shall give the 
eall signal for opening of the draw. They shall be navigated in accordance with 
the applicable pilot rule. 

“(h)* Closed periods. Between 6:45 and 9:15 a. m., and between 3:45 and 
6:30 p. m., daily, the bridges shall not be opened for the passage of a vessel: 
Provided, That any vessel passing one of the drawbridges before a closed period 
begins will be entitled to passage through all remaining bridges in the direction 
of travel without delay: Provided further, That in time of flood or other emer- 
gency the closed periods may be suspended or modified by the District Engineer, 
Corps of Engineers. 

“(i) Clearance gages. Clearance gages of a type approved by the District 
Engineer shall be provided and maintained by the owners of the railroad bridge 
and the West Fourteenth Street Highway Bridge, as follows: One on the down- 
stream end of the pivet-pier fender of the railroad bridge; one on the upstream 
end of the pivot-pier fender of the highway bridge; and an additional gage on 
each bridge so placed that it can be distinctly read by the draw tender. These 
gages shall be so set and maintained as to show accurately to an approaching 
vessel the actual vertical distance between the water surface and the lowest 
point of the lower chords of the drawspans. 

“(j) Minimum vertical clearance to be observed. No vessel shall pass under 
a closed drawspan at any time unless the vertical clearance between the lowest 
point of the span and the highest vertical projection of the vessel is at least 18 
inches. 

“Nore.—The vertical clearances under the closed drawspans are as follows: 


At mean At mean 
low water | high water 


Feet Feet 
Railroad bridge, mile 109.8 21.1 18. 2 
East Fourteenth Street Highway Bridge, mile 109.9 27.5 24. 6 
West Fourteenth Street Highway Bridge, mile 110.0 21.1 18.2 
Arlington Memorial Bridge, mile 111.0 ; | 33.6 0.7 


“(k)* Habitual users. Any vessel desiring to pass any of the bridges as often 
as once a day for 10 days in any 30-day period will be regarded as an habitual 
user of the waterway within the meaning of this paragraph. Such vessels should 
be so constructed that stacks, masts, and flagstaffs may be lowered to permit their 
passage under the closed bridge. The draws shall not be required to open to 
permit the passage of vessels habitually using the waterway which have stacks. 
masts, or flagstaffs exceeding a height of 16.8 feet above the waterline, and 
which, in the opinion of the District Engineer, can, through structural modifica- 
tions, be made capable of clearing the closed bridges. 

“(1) Records and reports. The owners of or agencies controlling the bridges 
shall keep a complete record of all openings of the draws in such form as may be 
prescribed by the District Engineer, and shall report to him all cases where the 
draws have been required to be kept open for an unreasonable length of time.” 

Approved : October 27, 1951. 

FRANK Pace, Jr. 
Secretary of the Army. 

These rules and regulations will be in full force and effect 30 days after their 

publication in the Federal Register. They were published in the Federal Register 
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on December 10, 1955. Public Notices of their approval were sent to all known 
interested persons December 16, 1955, and have been posted at post offices in the 
area. 

Mr. Parker. a schedule shows the limitations that are put « on the 
height of the vessel, and the times of opening. 

Senator Bistr. Are you going to indicate in your statement how 
many times bridges were opened to serve tlhe Smoot Sand & Gravel 
Corp. ¢ 

Mr. Parker. There are very few, a matter of 12 or 15 a year, de- 
pending on what has to be done up there. But—— 

Senator Biste. What type of barge or what type of equipment is 
moved upstream ¢ 

Mr. Parker. Our equipment requiring the opening of any of the 
bridges is what we call our clamshell bucket machines which are 
brought up there to smaeaie and dig out wharf facilities. 

Senator Biste. Do | understand correctly they have opened the 
bridges approxim: ately 5 times a year for about how many years last 
past, over the last 5 vears, 5 openings a year / 

Mr. Parker. No, I would say that we had about, well, each time we 
take a piece up, it has to be opened up, and to bring it back. 

Senator Bisie. LT understand. 

Mr. Parker. So I would say that we have made about 5 or 6 trips 
with equipment of the size requiring opening of the bridge. 

Senator Binie. That would be 10 or 12 openings, then ? 

Mr. Parker. Ten or twelve openings; yes. 

Senator Bistr. And that would be for each of the last 5 years, 
approximately / 

Mr. Parker. Yes, I think it would be, approximately. 

Senator Bisite. How long have you been operating in Georgetown 
Harbor / 

Mr. Parker. We have been operating there since 1921. We have 
been in the business in the city of Washington since the turn of the 
century. 

Senator Braise. Since 1921, you have had approximately that many 
openings ¢ 

Mr. Parker. Yes. 

Senator Braue. Is that a correct statement / 

Mr. Parker. Yes. 

Senator Biste. What type of equipment do you bring up, again ¢ 

Mr. Parker. Clamshell machines or dredges. That is the type of 
machine that has a bucket and a boom an it, and they require about 40 
feet of clearance. 

Senator Bisie. Is that the only way that you can bring that type 
a bucket up into your oper: ation / 

Mr. Parker. That is the only way that we can bring the type of 
equipment that we have: yes, sir. 

Senator Bisie. Are there not other land-moving shovels, and— 

Mr. Parker. Not that can operate in a river; no, sir. 

Senator Bintr. No. But I mean, could they come up on a highway 
and drop down over the harbor and do the lifting there and the dredg- 
ing there ? 

Mr. Parker. Yes, but that is inconsequential as far as the develon- 
ment and the maintenance of the Washington Channel is eoncerned, 
Senator. 
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Senator Brete. And why ? 

Mr. Parker. Pardon? 

Senator Bratz. Why? You say it is inconsequential. 

Mr. Parker. I will show you why in just a second. 

Senator Bree. I do not mean to interrupt your prepared statement. 

Mr. Parker. It is not a prepared statement. 

I would like to show you here, I have here three charts made by the 
United States Coast and Geodetic Survey. They are hydrographic 
charts in the Potomac over in the vicinity of Washington. 

Senator Brste. Are they different charts? 

Mr. Parker. They are the same chart on different dates. 

Senator Brsie. These charts will be made a part of the record, and 
will be found in the files of the Senate Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

Mr. Parker. I would like to draw your attention to the fact that 
this is under date of 1875, and it shows the bank, the east bank, of 
the Potomac River as extending along what is now the approximate 
line of Constitution Avenue. 

Here is the wharf and, by the same token, I think it is the old John 
Lord Sand Co. It ran east of 17th Street just down below the site of 
the White House and around the foot of Monument Hill. 

This point here, which is the end of the Long Bridge referred to 
many times, lands about at the site of the present Bureau of Engrav- 
ing and Printing, which is at 14th and Maryland Avenue SW. 

Senator Bratz. This is roughly the Fourteenth Street Bridge, then. 

Mr. Parker. No. That isthe Long Bridge. 

Senator Bratz. That is the Long Bridge. Where is the Fourteenth 
Street Bridge in relation to that, I mean just on this map here ? 

Mr. Parker. On this map, the Fourteenth Street Bridge—this has 
been filled in around in here—the Fourteenth Street Bridge comes 
across approximately here [indicating]. 

Senator Brste. I see. 

Mr. Parker. Now I would like to present next to you the same chart 
made by the same agency under date of 1940, which will show you 
the location of your Fourteenth Street Bridge here, your Railroad 
Bridge, and your Constitution Avenue Bridge or the Memorial Bridge. 

I particularly invite your attention to the fact that this was the chart 
made at the time that, the construction or fill for the Washington 
National Airport was made, and shows the areas from which the fill 
was dredged by these machines to construct this National Airport. 

I would like to now bring you the third chart, which is the latest 
issued by the same agency, and point out to you that the National 
Airport, Columbia Island, which is this island over here, all of the 
Washington National Airport, were built from materials dredged 
from the Potamac River. This is the old shore of the Potomac River, 
coming around here like this [indicating]. 

That is, the National Airport, Columbia Island, and all of Potomac 
ae were built from materials dredged from out of the Potomac 

iver. 

On this chart today, the areas from which these materials were 
dredged are indefinitive. That gives you an idea of the amount of 
material that is brought down in the Potomac River every year, filling 
in over this area here, on this chart here. 
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There is no Potomac Park on this 1875 chart, there is no Columbia 
Island, there is no airport. Yet the areas from which the materials 
were dredged to build them are indefinitive on your latest chart. 

My plea to you Members of Congress who have to deal with this 
thing is: Will you be guided by this history of the Potomac River and, 
if for no other reason, realize that the Georgetown Channel must be 
kept open to navigation to permit maintenance channel dredging, un- 
less it wishes Georgetown and the Memorial Park areas on the banks 
of the Potomac in Washington to be under water like the Peace Cross 
area at Bladensburg is after every heavy rain. 

Senator Brste. The only way you can dredge in order to keep the 
channel clear is in this manner ¢ 

Mr. Parker. That is the only way maintenance of channel is done. 
There are no dredges under construction or built today which will 
clear the minimum clearance allowed by the railroad bridge, which 
is the limit to which they can go if the bridges are closed. 

Senator Brste. Now let me see if I can state to you what you are 
telling me, so I kind of understand this. 

If the drawbridges are closed along the Potomac, what you are say- 
ing is 

Mr. Parker. What I am saying is 

Senator Brete (continuing). There will be silting of the Po- 
tomac; is that a fair statement ¢ 

Mr. Parker. That is a fair statement, and is borne out by the charts 
you have at hand. 

Senator Brete. And you further say you cannot conduct channel 
dredging unless you have drawbridges to move the equipment in which 
are over 16 to 18 feet high; is that correct ? 

Mr. Parker. It has been suggested that they dismantle the dredges, 
move them under the bridges, and reassemble them again. 

The cost involved there would be tremendous. It means that with 
the present four bridges, two more to be constructed, there would be 
six dismantling and reassembling jobs, at every bridge site in this 
area. 

Senator Brats. Is there not any type of land-type dredging equip- 
ment which could be moved in via land and onto a barge above the 
bridge ¢ 

Mr. Parker. If there is, I have yet to see it, and I have been in this 
business for 30 years. 

Senator Brete. Ido not know. Iamsimply asking for information. 

Mr. Parker. That is my answer to it, Senator. I have never seen 
any. The type of equipment that is used to maintain the channels in 
the harbors in the United States is of such structure that they would 
not pass beneath a 16.8-foot clearance. 

Senator Bretr. What you are saying, then, again, is if the Senate 
version of the Fourteenth Street Highway Bridge that became law 
last year, which would have been a fixed span on the southbound 
Fourteenth Street Highway Bridge, if that bridge had been con- 
structed, then it would have resulted in a complete silting up of the 
Potomac above there in the years to come ? 

Mr. Parker. That is my and historical answer to that question. 

Senator Bratz. And what does that mean, if that result came about ? 
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_ Mr. Parker. Well, it means just this: That the park areas adjoin- 
ing this section of the river, that is, the area above the proposed 
Roaches Run Bridge, from there up to the fall line, which is immedi- 
ately above Key Bridge, will have no maintenance. 

Senator Brete. And what does that mean ? 

Mr. Parker. That means that we will have Georgetown in the same 
category as Bladensburg. 

Senator Brety. For the record, what type of operations do we have 
at Georgetown Harbor today ? 

Mr. Parker. Today? 

Senator Brste. Smoot and Sand & Gravel Co. and American Oil 
Co.; is that a correct statement ? 

Mr. Parker. That is a correct statement. 

Senator Bratz. Are there other operations besides those two? 

Mr. Parker. There have been. 

Senator Bratz. What other operations, and how far back? 

Mr. Parker. There has been movement of cement out of George- 
town by cement barges for the construction of what is known as the 
Potomac River Bridge which crosses over the Potomac at just above 
Morgantown. 

Senator Bistz. How many years ago was that ? 

Mr. Parker. I think that was built in 1939. 

Senator Brete. Well, in 1939, there were three operations, then, is 
that true, at Georgetown Harbor ? 

Mr. Parker. There have been various other operations there. There 
was cement brought into Washington by the Lone Star Cement Co., 
which built cement barges which transported cement from Nor- 
folk to the silos belonging to the Lone Star Cement Corp. Those silos 
are still there. The barges were impounded into use by the Federal 
Government at the advent of the war, and have since been returned 
to those people, but are now in use in the gulf, if the information I 
have is correct. 

Senator Brntze. You may proceed, Mr. Parker. I did not mean to 
interrupt your trend of thought. Iam sorry. 

Mr. Parker. That is the first point that I wanted to get as informa- 
tion to this committee. 

Senator Bist. State the first point again in one sentence so we 
have it clear. 

Mr. Parker. The first point is that if any of the bridges crossing 
the navigable Potomac from Virginia to Washington are closed, main- 
tenance channel dredging cannot be pursued; and the result of non- 
maintenance will be the flooding, in times of heavy rainfall, of the 
park areas and Georgetown. 

Senator Brste. I think I understand your first part, now. 

Now, if you will give us your second point. 

Mr. Parker. There has been a lot of testimony regarding the 
amount of traffic to cross the river, and practically all of it about 
vehicular traffic. 

There has only been slight reference to the amount of waterborne 
traffic, using the Georgetown Channel of the Potomac River, and the 
fact that a fixed span bridge crossing the Potomac in the vicinity of 
Constitution Avenue will have on navigation. 

We ask that these deliberations give consideration to the effects on 
those of us who use the Potomac as a means of transportation, and to 
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the effects that such a structure over the Potomac at this point will 
produce on waterborne traffic. 

During the fiscal year 1955 there was moved into Washington by 
water 2,594,804 tons of cargo. 

Of this amount, over 1 million tons were carried by way of the 
Georgetown Channel to areas above the site of the proposed river 
crossing. 

This tonnage would be greatly increased were it not for the uncer- 
tainty of being able to use this nav igable waterway because of pending 
legislation. 

I think the American Oil people have testified to that effect. 

Now, the movement of this water freight represents a savings to 
the consumers of the products moved, and is a source of tax revenue 
to the District of Columbia, Arlington County, and the State of Vir- 

inia. 

If we, that is the Smoot Co., if we are unable to supply our George- 
town plant with sand and gravel by water, it will, of necessity, have 
to be stocked with these materials, hauled across the city by trucks 
from our other plant in southeast Washington. 

The movement by trucks of approximately 700,000 tons of sand and 
gravel yearly will put a great volume of truck traffic into an area 
already burdened by a traffic load. 

Senator Bite. How do you move that sand and gravel now? You 
do not have to open that bridge every time you move up stream, do you? 

Mr. Parker. Oh, no. We move it under the bridges with equi ment 
required by the Engineer Office. We are what we are referred to in 
that schedule that I presented to you as an habitual user of the channel. 

Senator Brate. However, tt you do that in the future because 
there was a fixed span or drawbridge ? 

Mr. Parker. Because we will require channel clearance. 

Senator Brsite. And the channel will fill up unless you have the 
dredges ¢ 

Mr. Parxer. If we cannot get the channel cleared, then we cannot 
move the equipment up there, so we will have to haul it across town; 
there is no question about that, and it is a question of time as to how 
long we can operate with the channel filling. Ths at, is the reason I read 
that one paragraph about 6 to7 feet of fill in 3 years’ time. 

Senator Brsiz. I understand the point you make. As soon as the 
channel fills up then you will have to truck your sand and gravel. 

Mr. Parker. That is right. 

In addition to that, the cost to our customers, both Federal and pri- 
vate alike, will be increased at the Georgetown plant by approximately 
a dollar a ton at today’s hauling rates. 

Senator Brste. How large an operation do you have at Georgetown 
Harbor? 

Mr. Parker. What do you mean by “large,” Senator ? 

Senator Bree. Size, number of employees. 

Mr. PARKER. We have in live storage in one of three bins that we 
have there 25,000 cubic yards; in another bin about 4,000 cubic yards; 
and in another bin 8,000 cubic yards, which would be 36,000 cubic 
yards of live storage of material. 

We furnished the material to build the Pentagon Building, which 
took over 900,000 cubic yards of concrete. 
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Senator Brste. You have how many employees there at Georgetown 
Harbor ? 

Mr. Parker. At Georgetown? Well, I will put it this way: Our 
total number of employees that we have, which includes the dredges, 
the tugs, the plant and shore employees, run around 200. 

Senator Brste. How many of those are directly employed at George- 
town Harbor ? 

Mr. Parker. About 60, I would say. 

Senator Bratz. Thank you. 

Mr. Parker. In conclusion, because of the history behind this sub- 
ject and the known conditions of the Potomac at Washington, and also 
because of the effect that a fixed span bridge will have on navigation 
interests in Georgetown, we are opposed to legislation for a fixed span 
bridge, and endorse that for a tunnel as a proper solution to this ques- 
tion. 

Senator Brste. Specifically, then, if there were a fixed span bridge 
at any one of these bridge crossings, what would happen to the Smoot 
Sand & Gravel Co., specifically? What would you then do? 

Mr. Parker. We would move the material that would have to sup- 
ply that Georgetown area from our plant in southeast Washington, 
and it would have to be moved across country by truck. 

Senator Bistz. Your operation, then, would become almost com- 
pletely a trucking operation; is that correct ? 

Mr. Parker. As far as Georgetown is concerned: yes. 

Senator Brete. As far as Georgetown is concerned. It would still 
service the same general customers, although you would do it by land 
instead of by sea; is that correct ? 

Mr. Parker. That is correct: partly by sea, because it would have 
to be moved from the same dredging sites down river to the southeast 
plant, hauled across town by truck and distributed from those plants. 

Senator Bistz. But upstream from the place where a fixed span 
bridge was located, it would then become a trucking operation ? 

Mr. Parker. That is right. 

Senator Brace. I see. 

I have no further questions. Did you have anything further? 

Mr. Parker. My main plea in this thing is that this river, if it is 
going to be a memorial park area, which it is, it has got to be main- 
tained, and if we do not maintain it, then we are going to have noth- 
ing; all these plans, all these ideas are for naught. 

These children that come down here, who are making the noise out 
in the hall, now at Easter time, could well find the Lincoln Memorial 
inaccessible to them because of a heavy rain the week preceding. 

Senator Brsie. That is because you could not get upstream to dredge 
out the established channels; is that correct ? 

Mr. Parker. That is right. 

Senator Bratz. Don’t you think the engineers would design some 
type of a dredge to get up there and clear the channel ? 

Mr. Parker. I should think that they would, but there are none. 
The type of equipment that is used to maintain the Baltimore Channel 
and every other harbor in the United States is a huge machine. They 
lift 5, 6, 10 yards of mud out of the channel or out of the bars that 
obstruct the channel at a time. They put it in these big dump scows 
and haul it away. They could not pump the material now from the 
channel to any place that could receive it today. 
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All the material that is dredged from the channel is moved down 
the river and deposited in a spoil area 

Senator Brete. Thank you very much, Mr. Parker, for your very 
thorough statement. I think it has been helpful to the committee. 

Our next witness will be Mr. Cleveland, secretary of the American 
Automobile Association. 

Weare very glad to have you with us. 

Do you have a prepared statement, Mr. Cleveland / 

Mr. Crevetanp. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Brie. You may proceed, if you will, to identify yourself 
for the purposes of the record. 


STATEMENT OF WASHINGTON I. CLEVELAND, SECRETARY, DIS- 
TRICT OF COLUMBIA DIVISION, AMERICAN AUTOMOBILE ASSO- 
CIATION 


Mr. Cievetanp. My name is Washington I. Cleveland; I am secre- 
tary of the District of Columbia Division, American Automobile 
Association. 

I wish to present the action taken by the District of Columbia Ad- 
visory Board of the American Automobile Association with refer- 
ence to the question of a new river crossing of the Potomac River. 

Under date of May 10, 1956, the following resolution was adopted : 


Whereas the need for a new Potomac River crossing is most urgent and press- 
ing; and 
Whereas, the construction of a new crossing has been delayed for 3 years due 
to the controversy which has existed over the proper location of the new crossing 
and the type of facility to be c ae ted ; and 
Whereas under date of July 25, 1955, an amendment (S. 2568) to Public Law 
704 was adopted establishing the tie ation of the project in line with the southern 
tip of Roosevelt Island and specifying that a bridge would be constructed; and 
Whereas, the cost of a 6-lane tunnel, which is now being advocated by certain 
bridge opponents, would be $47,842,000——— 


Senator Brstx. How do you get that figure ? 

Mr. CLEvELAND. I got that from the Highway Department. 
Senator Brstz. From the Highway Department. All right. 
Mr. CLeveLanp (continuing) : 


Whereas the cost of a 6-lane tunnel, which is now being advocated by certain 
bridge opponents, would be $47,842,000 as compared with $18,699,500, the cost of 
a 6-lane bridge; and 

Whereas the importance of settling this controversial issue without further 
delay is of the utmost urgency ; be it 

Resolved by the District of Columbia Advisory Board of the American Auto- 
mobile Association, That it reaffirms in principle the stand it took in March 1954 
at which time it favored the construction of a bridge in line with E Street, and 
urges the Congress to adopt at the earliest possible date the location of the new 
river crossing at the southern tip of Roosevelt Island, and that a bridge be built 
as provided for in the amendment to Public Law (S. 2568). 


That was a resolution adopted in May of 1956. 

In view of the fact that the proposal to substitute a 4-lane tunnel 
in place of the 6-lane bridge has been renewed, our advisory board had 
its highways and bridges committee review the former action of the 
board. Accordingly, the committee met on April 15, 1957, and after 
extended discussion, participated in by a representative of the High- 
way Department of the District of Columbia—a bridge advocate, and 
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by a representative of the National Park Service—a tunnel advocate, 
adopted the following resolution : 

The committee on highways and bridges of the District of Columbia Advisory 
Board of the American Automobile Association has again considered the ques- 
tion of a river crossing at Roosevelt Island and has found that traffic congestion 
and delays incident to crossing the Potomac River are so acute as to dictate 
a firm and positive policy of no further postponement of the construction of a six- 
lane bridge across the river at the south end of Roosevelt Island, and that the 
association should make every effort to have the present legislation authorizing 
the construction of a bridge at that point, carried into effect without further 
delay. 

I would like to comment by merely saying that this shows histori- 
cally, starting back in 1954, each year our organization has studied this 
matter, and has come up with the same conclusion, including the one 
which has just been taken within the past 2 weeks. 

Senator Brsie. Does your organization say whether it should be a 
fixed span ora drawbridge ? 

Mr. CLEVELAND. Definitely i is in favor of a fixed span. 

Senator Brete. I did not see that. 

Mr. CLevELAND. It is not in there. 

Our board is most emphatic in stressing the urgency of prompt 
action. Last December a survey was made of the normal running time 
of vehicles, during the morning rush hour, driving into W ashington 
from the 15-mile ‘perimeter around the city. This survey developed 
that on a normal morning, trips from Virginia including the river 
crossing, consumed as much as 56 minutes as compared with 36 min- 
utes from points on the Maryland side which did not include the river 
crossing. 

I should say, in fairness to the facts, that all of that delay was not 
due to bridges, because from 15 miles out you run into such places as 
Seven Corners and Bailey’s Crossroads, and so on. 

Our board is also convinced that nothing less than a six-lane facility 
should be constructed. Four of the five independent consultant studies 
dealing with this subject substantiate this point of view, and the other 
consultant was Wilbur Smith, whose testimony has been discussed 
here, and you are familiar with that. 

Great stress has been laid by tunnel advocates on the beauty of this 
area and the importance of the historic shrines and monuments as- 
sembled in the immediate vicinity of the location of the proposed river 
crossing. Our board is of the definite opinion that the motorists enter- 
ing and leaving Washington at this point should not be required to go 
underground, but should be afforded the opportunity of traversing a 
bridge where they can see and enjoy the beauty of this approach to 
the Nation’s s Capital. 

Our board was not impressed with the contention that another 
bridge would destroy the beauty of the vista and surrounding land- 
scape in this area. On the contrary, the opinion was expressed that 
another bridge would be “a thing of beauty” which would enhance the 
overall vista. 

In an effort to measure the loss to motorists resulting from the fact 
that a new river crossing has not been constructed, our club made a 
series of checks to determine the time lost in crossing the present Poto- 
mac River bridges. The assumption is that had another bridge been 
erected the congestion on the present bridges would have been allevi- 
ated and these delays would not occur. 
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Starting on Tuesday afternoon of this week and concluding on 
Wednesday morning, 12 individuals made 49 test runs across the 3 
Potomac River bridges; namely, the Fourteenth Street Bridge, the 
Memorial Bridge and the Key Bridge. Comparing the time consumed 
in crossing the bridges during the non-rush-hour period with the time 
consumed — during the evening-rush-hour and morning-rush-hour 
periods and by taking the average actual number of river crossings on 
each of the bridges, it was possible to compute the overall time Joss. 

It has been found that on various toll roads and toll bridges the 
average motorist values his time at approximately 2 cents per minute 
and that the average trucker values his time at approximately 51% 
cents per minute. It was not possible to compute losses of truckers— 
we did not have the number of trucks that crossed the river—but the 
computation is based on a valuation of 2 cents per minute for each 
vehicle making such a crossing, and we only took the time of one person 
per vehicle. 

On this basis we find there is a yearly loss of $582,000. This is a 
very conservative estimate as it does not take into account the loss 
occasioned by extra consumption of gasoline, oil, and maintenance 
costs. Our tests were made under the most favorable conditions and 
do not reflect the losses which would be far greater during periods 
when draw spans are raised; when accidents occur on the bridges; 
when special events attract far greater numbers of vehicles; or in bad 
weather. 

This sum of $582,000 is sufficient to amortize the construction of a 
river crossing valued at $49 million. Do you realize, Mr. Chairman, 
this would build two-and-a-half 6-lane bridges? It would even build 
the 6-lane tunnel ? 

The loss of $582,000 is an annual loss which is continually increasing. 
Surely, the motorists of this area are entitled to relief from this 
burden of more than half a million dollars a year which is occasioned 
by the failure to provide this urgently needed river crossing. And so, 
gentlemen of the committee, regardless of the conflicting interests with 
which you are confronted, it is imperative that a river crossing be ap- 
proved without further delay. 

Senator Brete. Thank you very much for your statement, Mr. 
Cleveland. 

If you were confronted with a choice between a 6-lane tunnel or a 6- 
lane bridge, with draws there, which would you select? 

Mr. Crevetanp. May I answer your question, first, by saying that 
our committee discussed this question, and one of the suggestions that 
was discussed—I did not put it into my statement here—was that if 
nothing else would be done, you might solve your problem by enacting 
legislation prohibiting the opening of the drawspans between, say, 6 
o'clock in the morning and 8 o’clock in the evening. 

Now, I do not say that is a solution, but it is one of the possibilities 
that you might think of. 

We prefer a fixed span. 

Senator Bree. I understand your position. 

Mr. Cievetanp. But we feel, above everything else, that we must 
have asix-lane facility across the river. 

I do not know whether I have answered your question. 

Senator Biste. I think you have partly answered it. 
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Mr. Cievetann. Now, going from there, I think I am correct in say- 
ing, although our board did not take this action, and I want to make 
clear what I have read to you is in line with what was actually the 
official discussion of the board, but I am sure that in the last analysis 
they would say a crossing is so imperative that whatever you have to 
come to, so long as it is a six-lane facility, we would take that rather 
than no crossing. 

Senator Biste. I think possibly you have covered this in your state- 
ment, this point, but you do feel definitely that it should not be a four- 
lane tunnel ? 

Mr. Cievetanp. Absolutely. 

Senator Brsxe. If it had to be a tunnel of any kind it would have to 
be, in your opinion, a six-lane tunnel ? 

Mr. CLevetanp. A six-lane tunnel. 

Senator Bratz. To adequately meet the traffic requirements? 

Mr. CLEVELAND. Yes, sir. 

Senator Brste. I think I have nothing further, Mr. Cleveland. 

Mr. Cievecanp. Let me conclude by saying that we definitely want a 
six-lane fixed span bridge. 

Senator Brste. Yes, I understand your position. 

Mr. Cievetanp. Thank you very much. 

Senator Brete. Glad to have you with us, Mr. Cleveland. 

Our next witness is Mr. Stoneburner, highway engineer of Arling- 
ton County. Weare sorry to have kept you waiting, Mr. Stoneburner. 

I think we can possibly conclude this morning. 


STATEMENT OF CLIFTON G. STONEBURNER, HIGHWAY ENGINEER 
FOR ARLINGTON, VA. 


Mr. Stonesurner. Mr. Chairman, I am Clifton G. Stoneburner, 
highway engineer for Arlington, Va. 

I have spent many years working on traffic and highway problems 
in the Washington metropolitan area, and I think I am fairly well 
familiar with this problem. 

Senator Brsie. Vou have a prepared statement ? 

Mr. Sronesurner. No, sir; I do not. 

Senator Brste. All right; you may continue. 

Mr. Sronesurner. First of all, I think it is important to review the 
fact that what we are discussing here is the comparison between a 6- 
lane facility and a 4-lane facility. 

We have an interstate system on the Virginia side. Arlington 
Boulevard is to be redesigned into a 6-lane controlled access facility 
with maximum grades of 3 percent, not 5 that were referred to here 
previously. 

If that facility is built there, there would be a very serious bottle- 
neck if any four-lane facility is constructed. 

The difference between the capacity of a tunnel lane and the capacity 
of a bridge lane is important. 

Mr. Thompson referred to the fact that there was only a difference 
of 250. 

The difference of 250, according to Mr. Singstad’s figures are a maxi- 
mum per hour in a tunnel lane of 1,250, and that was his testimony 
here when he was before you, and comparing it with 1,500, which is 
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considered a practical capacity in a lane on a bridge, and not the im- 
possible, because we are handling 1,800 and 1,900 on bridges all the 
time. 

But the important thing is, and Mr. Thompson did not state this 
for your benefit, that there is, even on the 1,500 lane, vehicles per lane 
per bridge, 2 lanes that are being used or 3,000 per hour, and not 250 
that are involved. 

Senator Brete. I think he covers that by saying that because of the 
beauty involved and the general terrain in the vicinity of the Consti- 
tution Avenue tunnel it w ould be more desirable to have other crossings 
in that area. 

Mr. StonesurNER. Well, let me say this 

Senator Biste. 1 cannot quite get one too clearly in mind, because 
then we would be back with a fixed span versus a drawbridge in an 
event, wouldn’t we, if we had a bridge or we would still be faced wit. 
a problem of a tunnel, with its apparent greater costs. 

Mr. SronesurNner. There are many complications in this problem, 
Mr. Chairman. 

First of all, I think we have to consider how we are going to get this 
traffic into the bridges, and what avenues or corridors we have to bring 
them in. 

On the Virginia shore we have certain limitations that we are faced 
with. For example, beginning at the lower extremity of the central 
area, you have the airport. 

Then there is a corridor for the Fourteenth Street Bridge. Imme- 
diately we have the Pentagon, which takes a large segment of the 
Virginia shoreline, and then a corridor for Washington Boulevard, 
which feeds into Memorial Bridge. 

Then you have Arlington Cemetery, which is a tremendous area, 
through which a highway could not pass, and the only remaining cor- 
ridor in that general area is the Arlington Boulevard one. 

Now, in the Fourteenth Street Bridge area we are handling average 
weekday capacities well in excess of a hundred thousand vehicles per 
day, and if the Roaches Run Bridge is to be built, as discussed here, 
with a new setup of highway approaches, that would have to be in the 
bill. There is no corridor there. It would require a new express- 
way system entirely. 

1 might also add in connection with Mr. Singstad’s testimony that 
we should move these spans downstream, he is proposing, and all of the 
other proposals for the Roaches Run Bridge, is to carry an additional 
six-lane highway, which will tie into the inner loop, the same inner 
loop that we are talking about here. 

Now, he says that the 6 lanes on Memorial Bridge, plus 6 lanes on 
a Constitution Avenue bridge, would make 12 lanes, and those are too 
many to put on the inner loop and the street system. 

I submit to you, sir, we have 8 lanes, if the new Fourteenth Street 
Bridge is built, plus the 6 lanes on the Roaches Run Bridge, or a total 
of 14 lanes, which are still feeding in, and the only additional capacity 
is the inner loop of the District of Columbia. 

So why would 12 lanes be too many upstream, and 14 lanes would 
be all right downstream’ It just does not seem to add up as far as 
traffic capacity is concerned. 

And now, the District of Columbia, I think, has explained very 
thoroughly, and I have discussed these matters and been in to see 
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them many times. their proposals to improve the highway facilities 
on the District side, and I might add, sir, that the most rapid expan- 
sion in the District side is in the area immediately north of the White 
House. 

I think if you examine that area up there you will find that the new 
office building construction has been tremendous, and even back in 
the 1952 reports of the origin and destination survey, our indications 
are that people from Arlington County—there is a great percentage 
of those people crossing the river going into the area north of the 
White House than there is to the old central area district of Wash- 
ington, including most of the Government buildings. 

If we have the inner loop, and this Constitution Avenue bridge, 
this traffic will be able to come across from the Virginia highways, 
get on the inner loop and travel upstream into that area, and take one 
of the streets into that segment, depending on their destination. 

Fortunately, that traffic will be moving in the opposite direction 
from the peak hour flow on the District side, where all of the large 
residential northwest section is traveling into the Government area. 

It would balance the flow of traffic on the inner loop, and we would 
be able to take advantage of that flow of traffic. 

Senator Biste. What would be your opinion as to a six-lane tunnel ? 
Would that move the traffic from Arlington County across the 
Potomac ? 

Mr. Stonresurner. A 6-lane tunnel would be no way near the detri- 
ment that a 4-lane tunnel would be. I think that—our county board 
is on record, and I think you have, or your committee has received a 
copy of the resolution favoring the 6-lane bridge, and they are de- 
finitely opposed to any 4-lane tunnel. 

I think as a means of compromise, if it must be a tunnel, that all of 
us would probably say, if you agree on a 6-lane tunnel that that would 
be a good compromise, which could stand the sacrifice on the traffic 
volume, perhaps, on 250 or 300 vehicles per lane per hour. But when 
you eliminate 3,000 vehicles or even a greater possible capacity by 
eliminating 2 lanes, it becomes far greater than the reduction in the 
few lanes. 

As a matter of fact, I discussed this with Mr. Thompson over a vear 
ago and told him that if he was proposing a six-lane tunnel that I 
thought our objection would be reduced substantially. 

But I cannot see why, with all of the factors and the problems in- 
volved, why we would even consider a four-lane facility at this point. 

Senator Bretz. May I ask you a question right there? I under- 
stand Mr. Robertson to say, and I do not know whether he is still 
here—yes, there he is—if I understood him correctly, he said he had 
no objection to a 6-lane tunnel provided that someone was willing 
to pick up the additional $30 million tab. 

Now, is that a correct statement, Mr. Robertson ? 

Mr. Ropertson. Partially, Mr. Chairman. I said pick up the whole 
thing, the whole thing for the tunnel and the approaches. 

Senator Brete. Well, why would you want to add that? Even on 
a 6-lane bridge you are going to make some contribution to a 6-lane 
bridge, are you not? 

Mr. Rozertson. Yes, sir; I base it on this: That the 6-lane bridge 
is on the interstate system. 

Senator Brste. Correct. 
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Mr. Rosertson. Mr. Wirth said the other day that we were going 
to allow trucks in the tunnel. Mr. Thompson said this morning that 
he did not think that trucks were going to be able to use it. 

Mr. Tuomrson. I did not. 

Mr. Rozerrson. I beg your pardon; maybe it was General Grant. 

Senator Bree. I think General Grant testified that the President 
of the United States or maybe Mr. Thompson said the President, 
indicated that he would like to see truck traffic avoided in this general 
area, 

Mr. Rogrrrson. In this new Federal Highway Act, unless trucks 
were allowed on these bridges, structures, or roads, all of the Federal 
aid money could not be used, and that is where we are getting the 
money to build this bridge, from the Federal allotment. 

Senator Brstr. Assuming trucks can be used, whether it is a tunnel 
or a bridge, it would be on the interstate highway system, am I 
correct on that? 

Mr. Roperrson. As far as I am concerned, yes, sir. 

Senator Bisie. As far as you are concerned, in the District of 
Columbia ? 

Mr. Roperrson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Bree. And that would be on the 90-10 matching basis? 

Mr. Roperrson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Biste. What is the position of Virginia on that point? 

Mr. SronesurNer. Virginia has not always considered, but since 
in recent months, since this Interstate System Act was passed last year, 
has established Route 50 as the interstate system, and it continues 
the interstate section between the control points on the inner loop 
in Washington to existing Route 11, which is also in the interstate 
system near Strasburg. It is the radial route right out of Washing- 
ton to tie into an additional interstate route out west. 

Senator Brste. If the cost of a 6-lane tunnel and necessary ap- 
proaches was $47,842,000 is that divided 50-50 between Virginia and 
the District of Columbia ? 

Mr. SronepurNeER. No, sir. 

Senator Brste. How is that divided ? 

Mr. SronesurNner. The Potomac River is within the District of 
Columbia, so that the expenses in that area would be logically a part 
of the interstate system within the District of Columbia. 

From the District of Columbia boundary to the Arlington Ridge 
Road, which is a very short section, perhaps a thousand feet, that area 
is federally owned land and in our agreements with the Federal 
Government on park land on the Virginia shore, Arlington and the 
State of Virginia shared in the cost. But the agreement states that 
all construction on park land would be paid 100 percent by the Federal 
Government. 

If it is on the interstate system, I assume it would be 90-10, but 
the State of Virginia’s jurisdiction, as far as it now stands, so far 
as highway facilities are concerned, its jurisdiction begins at Arlington 
Ridge Road. 

As was stated during the House hearings, it stated it would under- 
take whatever costs were necessary to construct the ramp approaches 
within the jurisdiction of Virginia. 

Senator Brste. That was a very small amount of the money used 
in my example. 
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Mr. Stonesvrner. However, the State of Virginia is planning to 

nd some $10 million in improving Arlington Boulevard to meet 
he ese interstate standards, and it is the only facility in that area where 
you can get increased substantial capacity. 

Senator Bistx. You improve Arlington Boulevard, and you expend 
$10 million to get it up to highway specifications to get across the 
Potomac. How can you get across the Potomac other than on a 6- 
lane bridge or a 6-lane tunnel ? 

Mr. Sronenurner. It will feed directly into both of these facilities. 

However, it would be necessary to divert traffic to the other bridges 
which are overloaded, and will be overloaded in the future traffic de- 
mand, as was pointed out here by Mr. Rivard here this morning. In 
other words, we are just diverting it on to other crowded facilities. 

Senator Bisie. If it wasa four-lane tunnel ? 

Mr. Stonesurner. That is correct. 

Senator Bratz. And those other facilities would be the Memorial 
Bridge 

Mr. Sronesurner. And Key Bridge. 

Senator Birnie. And Key Bridge. 

Mr. Sronesurner. That is correct. 

Senator Brste. There is no other possible way of getting that mass 
of traffic across the Potomac. 

Mr. Sronesurner. Into the central area and on to the inner loop; 
and I might add, sir, if you carried it across Key Bridge into the 
inner loop, I believe the estimate on what will be coming in from 
Maryland on the interstate route along the Virginia shore is well in 
excess of 100,000, and that traflic—100,000 vehicles per day—and 
that traffic would be added on to what is now the area of the White- 
hurst Freeway, and into the inner loop, and would be the cause of 
congestion into the mterchange of the present Washington Circle, 
and I am afraid we would get into some very difficult problems. 

Senator Brstr. Do I understand you correctly that if we were to 
authorize a 4-lane tunnel that you, in effect, would be using a 6-lane 
boulevard, or is it divided 4 lanes on each side ? 

Mr. Stonesurner. Three lanes on either side, and it also will have 
service lanes on the outside to serve the local property. In other 
words, there will be some capacity on those service roads, too. But 
in figuring the capacity going into the bridge or tunnel, it should be 
on the basis of the six lanes. 

Senator Bisite. If we authorized a 4-lane tunnel, you would be 
bringing a 6-lane divided highway into a 4-lane tunnel: is that a cor- 
rect statement or not ? 

Mr. StonreBurNeER. Yes. 

Senator Brie. I see Mr. Thompson shaking his head negatively. 
Mr. Thompson, why is that not correct ¢ 

Mr. THompson. Because a very substantial portion would do in 
the future as it does now, would head down river and use the Arling- 
ton bridge as it now does. 

Senator Bratz. What is the answer to that? 

Mr. Stonepurner. Actually, as you now stand, the present facilities 
leading to Memorial Bridge—and I wish I had my charts with me— 
but we have 2 lanes on the—this is taking inbound now, and you have 
the reverse in the outbound—you have 2 lanes on the George Washing- 
ton Parkway going downstream into Memorial Bridge. You have 3 
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lanes proposed on Arlington Boulevard; you have 3 lanes coming 
from Washington Boulevard from the south, not to mention the fact 
that you have Jefferson Davis Highway feeding into the Memorial 
Bridge going over into the cemetery, and there is far more capacity 
than can possibly be handled there; and in the morning rush hour, in 
order to handle that, all of the traffic from the north, which is some 
5 or 6 lanes, is funneled into 1 lane to get across Memorial Bridge, and 
the lanes from the south are also funneled-into 1 lane in order to get 
across Memorial Bridge, and the lanes from Arlington Cemetery, from 
that area, are funneled into 1 lane, and I submit there is not sufficient 
capacity on Memorial Bridge to begin to take this traffic, and its fu- 
ture growth, even if you took all of the Arlington Boulevard traffic off 
and put it into the tunnel or took it off Key Bridge; it just would not 
have the capacity there to take care of it. 

Senator Biste. I think I understand your position. 

Mr. SronesurNerR. Now, I would also like to comment on Mr. Gore’s 
statement here on the opening day. 

He referred to the restrictions in the interstate system because of this 
drawspan. 

I wish that he were here to discuss that, but I just wonder if he feels 
that the restriction of a 3-lane facility into a 2-lane facility on 365 
days of the year is a greater restriction than the opening of a draw- 
span approximately 175 times during the year, which can be controlled 
to offpeak periods. 

Senator Bratz. Does Arlington County take a position as to whether 
this should be a fixed span or a drawbridge ? 

Mr. Stonepurner. We have not taken a definite position, but we 
feel it would be the proper thing to do, considering everything, to put 
the drawspan in. We think that the points raised by Mr. Parker are 
very valid ones on the maintenance of the channel. We think the 
American Oil Co, has some very valid points in its discussion. 

Senator Bratz. Up to there you seem to have agreed very well with 
your brothers across the Potomac. 

Mr. Stronespurner. Well, we do not—— 

Senator Bratz. You kind of part company there. 

Mr. SroneBurNER. We do not disagree with them strongly on the 
elimination of the drawspan, but we feel the inclusion of the draw- 
span is a much simpler thing and a better thing for the general public 
than to put the restriction of 3 lanes into 2 lanes in each direction. 

Senator Breve. I understand your position there. 

If you had a 6-lane draw bridge versus a 6-lane fixed span, you 
would prefer what ¢ 

Mr. SronesuRNER. We feel the 6-lane tunnel would be even a greater 
restriction than comparing the drawbridge with the fixed span. 

Senator Brie. No, 6-lane drawbridge versus 6-lane fixed span; 
what would be your preference there ? 

Mr. Sronrsurner. I think we would Jean to the drawspan there, 
considering everything. 

Senator Bratz. Even if they were both six lanes? 

Mr. SronrsurNner. We would not disagree with the Corps of Engi- 
neers or Congress in any way if they decided to put a drawspan in 
there. We think there could possibly be some solution to these prob- 
lems, but we would prefer and lean to a drawspan. 
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Senator Brete. You think there is possible merit in what Mr. Cleve- 
land suggested, as having it fixed into the law that the drawbridges 
along the Potomac must remain closed during certain specified hours? 

Mr. Sronesurner. I think by all means, by some means, whether it 
is by law or regulation or what, or what it be, that the drawspans 
should not be open during peak hour flow. I understand that the 
Corps of Engineers has prohibited that already. 

Senator Brste. I think that is correct. 

Mr. Sronesurner. Yes. I do think it is important, though, how- 
ever, to realize that we are putting a far greater restriction on this 
interstate system if we put in a four-lane tunnel than by putting in 
a drawspan, and I might say that I think the statement made earlier 
by Senator Beall, I believe, that there was an impasse in Congress 
on the drawspan, and that we should go to the tunnel—as I under- 
stand the legislation, Congress once passed a bridge and when the 
Roosevelt Island group and when the other organizations indicated 
that they would prefer to move it upstream, for that reason the District 
has not gone ahead with the bridge as approved—when it came back 
for the Sertoli proposal, the House approved one with a drawspan, 
and the Senate approved one without a drawspan, and that was sub- 
mitted to conference, and the conference agreed to put the drawspan 
in—I think I am correct on this—and that it was not a rollcall vote 
of the Senate. So we do not have an impasse until we know what 
the consensus of opinion of the entire Senate is. 

It was merely an objection by Senator Gore on the last day of Con- 
gress, when they did not have sufficient time for a rollcall; am I cor- 
rect on that ? 

Senator Bratz. I think that is a substantially correct statement. It 
was not placed before a rollcall. 

Mr. Stronepurner. So, actually, we do not have a consensus of the 
entire Senate as to whether it shoal be a span or not a span. 

Senator Brste. I think that is a correct statement. 

It was on the last day of the session last year. 

Mr. SToNEBURNER. y think we ought not to overlook the fact that 
we are also faced with a population growth of 50 percent by 1980 in 
this metropolitan area. 

We, in all probability, will exceed a population before the end of 
1957 of 2 million population within this area or certainly by 1958, if 
present trends continue, and that was the original estimate of what 
was anticipated here in 1980. 

But now the estimate for 1980 is 3 million, and I think that is some- 
thing we must provide for, and we have very few locations where we 
can get satisfactory river crossings, and that this one is one where the 
District of Columbia has designed its road network to handle 6 lanes, 
and Virginia is in a position to handle a capacity of 6 lanes at this 
point, and that if we push these things around and say that we will 
just move them to some other point, we are not really facing the prob- 
lem and solving the traffic situation we are faced with; and that we 
ought not consider any facility less than the 6 lanes. 

I think, too, that we cannot escape this one problem on navigation, 
and some of the other problems by saying, “We will fix this one as a 
tunnel,” because, as you have pointed out before, and I want to reiter- 
ate, you still have the Fourteenth Street Bridge and the Roaches Run, 
if those are built, and we will have the same problem. 
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Senator Biste. That is correct. 

Mr. Stonesurner. And if we close the other bridges and say we 
are not going to interfere, have them be open for interference with 
traffic, then that same problem is faced. 

Senator Brexe. I think that is correct. 

Mr. StonepurNer. As I understand it, we have a 6-hour notice re- 
quirement, so it is not even necessary, in my opinion, to maintain 
guards on those drawspans. They could be moved out and do other 
work and be placed on call by the notice that they would need to 
open during the proper hours. 

So that it is not even necessary, and on the maintenance facility, it 
certainly would be far cheaper, to maintain a bridge with a drawspan 
than it would be with a tunnel. 

While we are talking about costs, too, I think I would like to cover 
one item here, too. 

Congress is debating here constantly our national budget, and it 
certainly is a serious problem with the Congress today, and the finding 
of ways and means of lowering the present budget estimates. 

If we put the tunnel in here, and it is built by the Interior Depart- 
ment, it would seem to me that you would be required to add to your 
total budget the cost of this fac ility. 

If, on the other hand, a bridge is built there, even with the Federal 
aid that the United States Government is placing in that, it would be 
coming out of your Federal fund for highways, and would not require 
any additional congressional appropriation. 

In that connection, too, I would like to comment on the Senate bill 
or either of the bills regarding the tunnel, either the Senate or the 
House, in which the Interior Department is mentioned as the one to 
build it. 

It has been traditionally the policy of Congress to have the States 
build these highway facilities; and it seems to me we should continue 
to do that, and have in this case the District of Columbia do it. 

However, if that is not your decision, it seems to me it would then 
be wise to turn it over to a constructing agency that has for its main 
purpose the construction of highways, and that is the United States 
Bureau of Public Roads. 

It seems to me that even if you build any tunnel facility that that 
would be a more logical decision than to have the Interior Department 
construct this tunnel. 

You also, in your national budget, would be faced with the item of 
several hundred thousand dollars a year—the estimate was $310,000— 

ach year in your budget, if this is a F eden ‘al facility, fede: ally owned 
facility, that would be owned in this location. I think that is a very 
important item to consider, 

I intended to comment on this in my opening remarks, but during 
the questioning I overlooked it, and I would like to go back to it, and 
that is in connection with the District side, some comments were made 
about the overloading at Constitution Avenue. 

I think the District has made it very clear that they have made ade- 
quate provisions for that. 

However, there is one point that was not touched upon, and that is 
the one of directing traffic down to this area over Constitution Avenue. 
I think the opening day’s hearing a question was asked about that. 
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If traffic off the bridges is coming to this area, in my opinion, they 
would not use Constitution Avenue, but they would use the new free- 
way into this area, and that traffic diverted from Constitution Avenue 
would make some room for additional traffic that would be going into 
the area along Constitution Avenue that might come across this 
bridge. 

I would also like to comment in that connection on the fact that if 
there is a back-up from these bridges it is not only going to affect the 
traffic going to the bridge itself, but if you would picture several 
blocks of traffic stalled, waiting to get onto the bridge in some of the 
streets of the District of Columbia—you probably remember some of 
the snowstorms when we had traffic backed up in various points—and 
when they block the intersections and the blocks are solid, then the 
cross traffic also cannot move, and the entire movement of traffic be- 
comes blocked by this condition, and you do not move any traffic or 
any major degree of traffic, because of the blocking in both directions, 
both cross traffic as well as the traffic on the facility itself. 

I think that we tried to clear up this question of costs of a tunnel 
versus a bridge, 6-lane tunnel, and a comment was made about build- 
ing an extra 2-lane tube. 

Let me say this, that if you converted from a 4-lane facility to a 6- 
lane facility, you would have to rebuild your entire approach road 
system because your bridges or structures would have to be widened, 
your lanes would have to be changed, and a tremendous cost would be 
involved. 

In addition to the cost of the additional tunnel facility, and I think 
that some of it is due to the fact that there are greater facilities 
included in the District’s estimate for the approach road system than 
are included in the 4-lane tunnel facility—obviously, if you increase 
the size of the tunnel you would have to increase the size of the lanes. 

T have not reviewed the Interior Department’s estimate of $3 million 
for the approach roads, but it seems to me it is low. I do not know 
that, but it seems to me that it is low in my experience in this type of 
construction. 

Senator Bratz. Thank you very much, Mr. Stoneburner. I think 
you have been a very fine and helpful witness. 
 T believe we have no further witnesses to come before the subcom- 
mittee. 

The Chair is interested in determining from the Bureau of Public 
Roads an answer to this question—Do they have a representative 
present ? k : 

I want to direct this question to one or the other of you, and if you 
don’t have the answer now, would you supply it for the record. 

T am interested in the position that was taken by Mr. Rivard or the 
statement made by Mr. Rivard, and I believe I quote him correctly, 
when he said that the Bureau of Public Roads would not particinate 
in the costs of a four-lane tunnel, if I understood him correctly. Was 
that your statement ? ; 

Mr. Rrvarp. I understand the regulations as they are now, sir, 
would not permit Federal aid to a four-lane tunnel. re 

Senator Bratz. I would like to know whether that is the position 
of the Bureau of Public Roads or whether it is not. 
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STATEMENT OF WALTER KURYLO, SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO GEN- 
ERAL COUNSEL, BUREAU OF PUBLIC ROADS; ACCOMPANIED BY 
D. W. LOUTZENHEISER, CHIEF, URBAN HIGHWAY DIVISION, 

OFFICE OF ENGINEERING, BUREAU OF PUBLIC ROADS 


Mr. Kuryio. My name is Walter Kurylo; I am special assistant to 
the General Counsel, Bureau of Public Roads. 

Senator Biste. Thank you. 

Mr. Kuryxio. And with me is Mr. Don W. Loutzenheiser, Chief, 
Urban Roads Division, Office of Engineering, Bureau of Public Roads. 

Senator Brete. If you would care to comment on that question, if 
you want to clear it up, that is perfectly all right. 

Mr. Kuryto. The Federal Aid Road Act of 1956 requires that the 
interstate system be constructed to meet traffic needs based upon 1975 
traffic capacity. A 4-lane tunnel or any 4-lane facility at that location 
would not adequately serve those needs. Therefore—— 

Senator Bratz. Now, whose conclusion is that ? 

Mr. Kuryio. That would be the conclusion of the District of Co- 
lumbia and the Bureau of Public Roads. 

Senator Brsie. Has the Bureau of Public Roads made an independ- 
ent finding on that one point? 

Mr. Kuryto. I am not in position to answer that question. 

Senator Brsite. Would you check it, and if they have, it would be 
helpful to the committee. 

I understand the District of Columbia says a four-lane tunnel would 
not handle it. 

Mr. Lourzennetser. It has previously been indicated when Mr. 
Barnett testified, that the traffic volumes when they were being ana- 
lyzed by the District of Columbia, were supported by the Bureau of 
Public Roads; we agree with their general analysis. 

Mr. Kuryto. Therefore, we could not approve a project for a four- 
lane facility at this location if it were submitted by the District of 
Columbia. 

Senator Brats. All right. 

Let me carry it one . further. If this particular bill introduced 
by Senator O’Mahoney, S. 944, were to become law, who would pay 
the $25,500,000 involved 2 

Mr. Kuryto. That bill provides for the construction of the tunnel 
by the Department of Interior out of funds appropriated to the 
Department of Interior. We would have no part in the decision. 

Senator Bretr. That would not come under the Federal Highway 
Act of 1956 in any way, shape, or form ? 

Mr. Kuryto. No, sir. 

Senator Bretr. That would be 100 percent Federal money, then ? 

Mr. Kuryto. Yes, sir. 

Senator Brste. Why would the bill be designed that way? Tama 
little confused. If this is a part of the interstate highway system, 
why would it not be subject to the Interstate Highway Act? 

Mr. Kvuryto. We had no part in the dr: afting of the bill, sir. 

Senator Bieter. I recognize that, but I thought possibly with your 
familiarity with the Federal Highway Act of 1956 you might en- 
lighten the chairman, because he is a little confused on this point. 
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Mr. Kuryto. As to why the bill was drafted so as to provide con- 
struction by the Department of Interior 

Senator Brete. Rather than have it follow the regular interstate 
highway pattern. This is on the interstate highway system, am I cor- 
rect in that? 

Mr, Kuryuo. Yes, sir. 

Senator Brsie. That being true, why would it not follow the regular 
90-10 pattern ? 

Mr. Kuryxo. We would think it should, but I am not in position to 
comment as to why the bill was drafted along those lines, sir. 

Senator Brate. I see. If it were drafted—let me clear up this one 
other point—if it were drafted so as to bring it within the regular 
provisions of the Federa] Highway Act, I understand that the Bureau 
of Public Roads would not participate to the extent of 90 percent, is 
that correct, if it is a 4-lane tunnel ? 

Mr. Kuryto. Under the Federal aid laws, we deal with the State 
Highway Department which, in this instance, is the District of Co- 
lumbia. If Congress directed that the Constitution Avenue Bridge 
or tunnel be a four-lane facility, and that directive applied to the Dis- 
trict of Columbia and the Bureau of Public Roads, sir, we would build 
what the Congress told us to do, despite the fact that our moe NG 
judgment would tell us that something else should be constructe 
there. 

Senator Brste. Now, what would the position of the Bureau of Pub- 
lic Roads be if it were a six-lane tunnel ? 

Mr. Kuryvo. Our views concerning a 6-lane bridge and 6-lane tun- 
nel are expressed in a report which already has been submitted to the 
committee by the representatives of the District of Columbia. 

Senator Brete. And that is the official view of the Bureau of Public 
Roads? 

Mr. Koryo. Yes, sir. 

Senator Brstz. What do you say in that respect? I have not read 
it, [amsorry. I think that testimony was given when I was unavoid- 
ably absent on the floor of the Senate. 

Mr. Kuryxio. We recommended that from the standpoint of costs 
a six-lane fixed bridge be constructed at Constitution Avenue. 

Senator Brete. What do you say about a drawbridge? 

Mr. Kuryto. Fixed bridge. 

Senator Brae. I understand. 

Mr. Kuryto. The reason for that being, sir, that, as pointed out in 
this report, it would be much cheaper to the public as a whole to pro- 
vide the navigational clearances on the Potomac River above Haines 
Point in conformity with the decision reached by the Corps of Engi- 
neers in 1955 when it granted the District of Columbia a permit to con- 
struct a fixed bridge at Constitution Avenue with a vertical naviga- 
tional clearance of 24 feet above high water. 

At that time the decision of the Corps of Engineers was based upon 
information presented to it. All interested parties had an opportunity 
to present their case. 

Since then, because of the additional legislation which has been in- 
troduced with respcet to a fixed bridge at Constitution Avenue or a 
movable span bridge at Constitution Avenue and a tunnel at Constitu- 
tion Avenue, and also with respect to the question of a fixed or mov- 
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able bridge at Fourteenth Street, the Bureau of Public Roads, the 
District of Columbia, and the Corps of Engineers restudied this prob- 
lem in response to a request by the Committee on Public Works of the 
Senate. 

Based upon the reexamination, we found that a fixed bridge, as pre- 
viously approved by the Corps of Engineers, from the standpoint of 
navigational clearances would not unduly affect navigation on this 
reach of the river. 

We found that it is possible to put a pipeline from the Amoco Ter- 
minal in Rosslyn to Four Mile Run below the Washington National 
Airport ata cost of approximately $1,500,000. That the cost of main- 
taining and operating that pipeline, with auxiliary pumping facilities 
would run—if I may check the report for the specific information— 
about $20,000 annually. 

The entire pipeline could be located on Federal property. 

We found that the public right of navigation is a relative right; that 
no form of transportation has any preemptiv e right over any other 
form of transportation. 

We found that from the standpoint of maintaining the navigational 
channel, the agency of the Federal Government responsible for that 
service is the Corps of Engineers, Department of the Army. 

The Corps of Engineers would not have approved a fixed bridge 
on this reach of the river if, in its judgment, it could not have main- 
tained the channel as it now exists. 

Senator Brste. You heard Mr. Parker’s testimony in that regard? 

Mr. Kuryw. Yes, sir. 

Senator Bretz. I am no engineer. I am wondering how you do 
maintain the channel if you have fixed spans as against his testimony ? 

Mr. Kuryto. Mr. Chairman, I was not here in the District of Colum- 
bia in 1912 when this incident occurred, but I would like to quote from 
page 78 of a report entitled “Navigational Clearance Requirements for 
Highway and Railroad Bridges,” published by the Department of 
Commerce, dated February 15, 1955. 

I am quoting from page 78 of that report: 

More than 40 years ago the Corps of Engineers recognized the feasibility of 

designing and constructing floating and construction equipment that could be 
accommodated under low level fixed bridges. To illustrate: In discussing the 
reclamation of the Anacostia River and flats which started in 1912, the Washing- 
ton District Engineers stated— 
[ am now quoting from a report entitled “The Washington Engineer 
Distric t, a historical summary of the work of the C orps of Engineers 
in Washington, D. C., and vicinity, 1852-1952, page 79,” and the quote 
reads: 

Due to the nature of the work and the fact that provisions were made intermit- 
tently by Congress for carrying it on, commercial equipment could not be satis- 
factorily used, and the Corps of Engineers perform the work by hiring the labor 
and furnishing the equipment, a derrick boat and dredge capable of passing 
under low bridges spanning the river were used. All superstructures, including 
the A frames of these craft were constructed so that they could be dismantled 
and reassembled. It was also necessary to build a special floating concrete plant 
for construction of masonry seawalls, conduits, small bridges, and locks. 

Senator Brste. Thank you very much. I pate the addition 
which you have made to the record in this respect. 

I am wondering whether you could tell us whether the Bureau of 
Public Roads has any policy as to placing drawbridges or allowing 
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drawbridges on the interstate highway system; is there a policy in that 
respect ¢ 

Mr. Kuryxo. Our policy in respect to the placement of bridges on 
the interstate system calls for a complete economic analysis of the 
specific location. I do not know of any instance where we have ap- 
proved a drawbridge on the interstate system to date. I would be 
glad to check that point and verify it. 

Senator Brste. I think is might be helpful to the committee. 

(The information is as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
BUREAU OF PUBLIC ROADS, 
Washington 25, May 2, 1957. 
Mr. Don FELDMAN, 
Assistant Counsel, Committee on the District of Columbia, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Mr. FELDMAN: In accordance with our conversation last Tuesday, I would 
greatly appreciate it if you would insert the following statement at the bottom 
of page 337 of the transcript of hearing on the 8S. 944 and S. 1707, 85th Congress: 

“On looking further into this subject, I find that the Bureau of Public Roads 
has approved the use of movable bridges on the interstate system. This approval 
has been given where the vertical clearance required to accommodate navigation, 
as determined by the Corps of Engineers and the Secretary of the Army pursuant 
to the General Bridge Act of 1946 and earlier legislation, make the construction 
of a fixed high-level bridge uneconomic and infeasible. 

“Current examples of such structures are: 

“1. The proposed Woodrow Wilson Bridge over the Potomac River at Alex- 
andria, Va., where the vertical clearance required for passage of defense and 
commercial oceangoing vessels would necessitate a high-level fixed bridge of such 
length as to make its cost prohibitive. In this case, the Bureau recommended 
and Congress approved a movable bridge having a 50-foot vertical clearance in 
closed position. That clearance will permit passage of all vessels navigating 
the Potomac River in the area, except 1 or 2 daily. 

“2. The proposed bridge across the Chicago River to serve the Northwest 
Expressway in the downtown area of Chicago, Ill. That reach of the Chicago 
River is used by vessels navigating the Great Lakes. At that location, a high- 
level fixed bridge would not be feasible due to the property damages that would 
result from its construction.” 

The enclosed statement responds to the questions you informally asked me. 
Some of the answers are covered in my testimony and need no further elabora- 
tion. However, I have taken the liberty of presenting additional comments 
where they appear to be needed in order that the committee may have complete 
information on our views. 

If the Bureau of Public Roads can be of further service, please let me know. 
My phone number is Code 1215, Extension 2609. 

Sincerely yours, 
WALTER KuRYLO, 
Special Assistant to General Counsel. 


STATEMENT OF THE BUREAU OF PUBLIC ROADS VIEWS IN RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS 
INFORMALLY RAISED BY STAFF OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE District OF COLUM- 
BIA, UNITED STATES SENATE, ON S. 944 ann S. 1707, 85rH CONGRESS 


QUESTION AND ANSWER 


Is the Bureau of Public Roads for or against the following: 

(1) A 6-lane bridge: For. (2) A 4lane bridge: Against. (3) A bridge: For. 
(4) A 6-lane tunnel: Against. (5) A 4-lane tunnel: Against. (6) A tunnel: 
Against. (7) A fixed bridge: For. (8)A drawbridge: Against. (Comment: In 
addition to the testimony, see the “Report to the Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate concerning navigational clearances in highway bridges 
across the Potomac River above Haines Point,’ dated February 8, 1957. Among 
other things, the report states that the entire movement of Amoco products is 
within the inland waters of the United States. However, the vessels hauling 
those products are licensed for oceanic navigation. The navigational lights they 
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require for oceanic travel are higher than is required for inland waterway move- 
ments. However, there are tankers available which, subject to adjustments of 
navigational lights, could be accommodated under the proposed fixed bridge.) 
(9) A 6-lane tunnel, with qualifications as a compromise: Against. (Comment: 
A 6-lane fixed bridge already is authorized by law, a 6-lane tunnel would be 
much more costly.) (10) Some type of crossing to serve present and future 
traffic: For. (11) A drawspan with regulated hours for vessel movements: 
Against. (12) The view that tunnel preserves aesthetic values: No comment. 
(13) The view that a bridge will not harm aesthetic values: No comment. 
(14) The view that proposed District of Columbia highways can adequately 
handle the volume of traffic using a 6-lane facility at this location: For. 

Senator Brsix. You have what, 41,000 miles on the interstate high- 
way system; is that correct ? 

Mr. Kuryto. Yes, sir. However, the additional 1,000 miles au- 
thorized last year have not yet been designated. 

I do know that we have increased the vertical clearances on the 
bridge in Miami up to 55 feet to provide for a strict fixed structure 

rather than stay down and put in a movable span. 

There, however, the economy of waterway transportation is quite 
different from what it is on this reach of the Potomac River. 

That 55-foot vertical clearance was approved by the Corps of Engi- 
neers, just as this one was at 24 feet. 

Senator Brste. Isee. Thank you. 

I think that probably concludes our testimony. 

The record will be kept open for, I would say, a week to allow those 
of you who desire to read the record and make such corrections as you 
care to, to make them for the record. 

There might occur to the chairman or to the committee staff some 
questions as to some phases of this hearing as to some of the problems, 
and if so, we will get in touch with you. 

Mr. Parker. Mr. Chairman, may I make a comment ? 

Senator Bisie. Certainly. 

Mr. Parker. For the record, the Anacostia is a river that was used 
by the inhabitants of Bladensburg; and at the time it was the Ana- 
costia, it has been so filled with sediment that it is necessary in the 
attempt to alleviate the flooding condition at Bladensburg which, 
by the way, has never been alleviated, and they have built a bridge 
over the flood area rather than correct the situation as it was— 
they have now what we call a hydraulic bridge over the Anacostia, 
widening and deepening the channel of that body of water. 

The method is to deposit the material alongside or pump the ma- 
terial alongside the river shores. 

That is in no way applicable to the Georgetown Channel of the 
Potomac River, in which I tried to show that the material that formed 
these various bodies, Potomac Park, the Airport, Columbia Island, 
has already been deposited on shores; therefore, the material that has 
to be dredged to maintain the channel has to be dumped into a piece 
of equipment and carted out of the vicinity of Washington and de- 
posited elsewhere. 

It is not applicable to the equipment that Mr. Kurylo has demon- 
strated in his paper, about the Anacostia. 

Senator Brerr. I am very glad to get your views on that, Mr. 
Parker. 

It does seem to the Chair significant that the Army engineers would 
make the determination that they did in 1954 in view of their experi- 
ence in the field, and they decided as I recall it, on this span clearance 
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of some 24 feet and felt that that could be accomplished without undue 
detriment to the navigation of the Potomac. wane, 

I do not know why they would reach that determination-— 

Mr. Parker. That question was asked of the engineers, and it was 
avoided in their findings of fact. iat ds 

Senator Brstr. I will study that very carefully with that in mind. 

Mr. Parker. I have the record. 

Senator Brete. It has been made a part of this record. 

Mr. Kuryio. Mr. Chairman, may I offer the comment that there 
is a statement on page 12 of the report to the Senate Committee on 
Public Works which reads as follows: 

The matter of maintenance dredging and ice were given thorough consideration 
by the Corps of Engineers prior to the approval of plans for the fixed bridge 
over the Potomac River at Constitution Avenue, and these problems were not 
considered to be of sufficient importance as to justify the provision of a draw 
span in the proposed bridge. 

Senator Brete. Have you made any independent studies or studies 
in cooperation with the District highway engineers as to the costs 
involved in the 4-lane tunnel and 6-lane tunnel versus the 6-lane 
bridge? 

Mr. Lourzenuertser. We have worked cooperatively with the High- 
way Department. 

Senator Bretx. You have made no independent study of the costs 
involved in this problem of tunnel versus bridge? 

Mr. Kurywo. It was a cooperative effort, sir. 

Senator Bratz. I understand. It was made in cooperation with the 
District highway engineers. 


We will insert at this point in the record a letter from Harland 
Bartholomew, dated April 24, 1957. 
(The document referred to follows :) 


NATIONAL CAPITAT, PLANNING COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C., April 24, 1957. 


Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 
Chairman, Fiscal Affairs Subcommittee, 
Senate District Committee, Room P-88 The Capitol, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Senator Brsie: In reading the transcript of my testimony on S. 944 
and S. 1707 before your committee on April 17, I find that my thought of the 
proper function of the proposed tunnel, or bridge, at Constitution Avenue was 
not fully expressed. 

It is apparent that a minimum of 14 additional lanes of river-crossing traffic 
are needed in operation by 1970. Two of these have now been provided at the 
Key Bridge. Of course, the other 12 cannot and should not be concentrated 
at 1 location. A four-lane crossing at Constitution Avenue would not merely 
be sufficient when new bridges are built at Roaches Run or at Three Sisters 
Island, or at both, but would offer the best balance of dispersal, a result to be 
sought, which can be obtained in no other way. 

Sincerely yours, 
HARLAND BaRTHOLOMEW, Chairman. 


Senator Brste. We will insert at this point in the record the 
material submitted by Mr. G. Yates Cook, executive director, Federal 
City Council, setting forth testimony, rebuttals, and exhibits of both 
bridge and tunnel sivecatin, presented at hearings before a committee 
of such council. ' 
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BRIDGE ADVOCATES 


TESTIMONY SUBMITTED BY THE POTOMAC CROSSINGS COMMITTEE, FEDERAL CITY 
CoUNCIL 


The meeting was convened at 4 p. m. with the following officials and council 
members present : 

District of Columbia officials: Gen. Thomas A. Lane, Engineer Commissioner ; 
J. N. Robertson, Highways Director; Gerard Sawyer, Chief, Office of Planning, 
Highways; and Douglas Brinkley, Chief Planning Engineer, Highways. 

Federal City Council members: Benjamin M. McKelway, member and Potomac 
crossings project adviser; Hon. George A. Garrett, president; Francis G. Addi- 
son, Jr., chairman; John T. O’Rourke, member; William J. McManus, member ; 
Miles Colean, member; G. Yates Cook, executive director; and Allan Spalding, 
assistant to director. 

PROCEEDINGS 


President GarretTr. This meeting is largely due to letters from Dave Finley 
and others who wanted to give this matter consideration. 

General LANE. Mr. President, members of the council, I had planned to make 
a very brief statement touching some of the broad issues involved in the question 
of the Constitution Avenue Bridge or a tunnel at that location feeling that the 
members of your committee are very familiar with the whole issue and I don’t 
want to burden you with a repetition of a lot of detail. That would leave more 
time for your questions, and therefore to follow your interest in the issue. 

We have for each of you a copy of our District highway map and this map of 
the downtown area will be useful in following the discussion. I have also for 
each of you a copy of a statement which Mr. Robertson made to our Citizens 
Advisory Council of the District of Columbia. The general statement has to do 
with the broad issue of planning. The particular reason for putting it before you 
is because this statement contains on pages 6 to 11 a very concise summary of 
the history of this Constitution Avenue Bridge legislation. I feel that this is the 
best statement of the history of this bridge which I know. I shall not attempt 
to summarize it here, but will leave this paper with you. 

One of the big issues which has involved this bridge and long delay is the ques- 
tion of the esthetics of this general area. I should like to say a few words on 
this subject. I think that one of the basic issues here has to do with an atti- 
tude which we might call antiautomobile. I say this in no criticism of our col- 
leagues on the National Park Service and the Fine Arts Commission, because 
they are very outspoken in stating that this is their position. The intrusion of 
the automobile into these park areas is a desecration of the area which damages 
these areas and should be resisted. 

I think we can state in the beginning that the members of the Fine Arts Com- 
mission have said that they don’t want anything in this area—they don’t want 
a bridge or a tunnel—if they must have something, they would rather have a tun- 
nel than to have a bridge. I think it is important to recognize this attitude 
of antiautomobile because this is one of the real things we have before us: The 
question of how our automobile traffic is going to be handled in or near a monu- 
mental area of the Capital. 

I also want to speak briefly about the concept of this monumental area. Mr. 
Joseph Hudnut, the professor emeritus of architecture at Harvard, and a former 
member of the Fine Arts Commission, had an article in the paper, I believe in 
the Star, shortly after my arrival in this city, in which he set forth the concept 
of the monumental area. Although his article was very critical of the bridge 
proposals, which were being discussed at the time, it appeared to me that his 
criticism was not consistent with his own description of the monumental con- 
cept. He described the concept here as being the Mall extending from the Na- 
tional Capitol to the Lincoln Memorial. The Memorial Bridge was designed as 
a terminal facility of this monumental concept to tie in the Mall and Lincoln 
Memorial with the Arlington National Cemetery. This is our monumental con- 
cept, then: The Mall extending through the center of Washington, turning on the 
axis of the Memorial Bridge into the Arlington Cemetery. 

If this is so, then Theodore Roosevelt Island and the upper reaches of the 
river are outside of the monumental concept which was represented as a very 
basic concept at the time the memorial was built and the bridge was built. 
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I think that this concept had something to do with Mr. Bartholomew’s prefer- 
ence for a Constitution Avenue bridge paralleling the Memorial Bridge. I be- 
lieve he had in mind that this bridge in this location would be an extension 
of the Constitution Avenue boundary of the Mall and would tend to further de- 
fine that axis turning toward Arlington Cemetery. This concept also excludes 
the river above that point from the monumental concept. It is no more a part 
of the monumental concept than Pennsylvania Avenue or north of Pennsylvania 
Avenue. 

We certainly don’t want to do things here which are going to destroy the 
real esthetic values in the area. I think we have to recognize what these con- 
cepts are, but I don’t think when you say that all bridges are bad or that the 
automobile must be kept out of these areas at all costs, that this is a consistent 
and intelligent approach to esthetics. I know I put myself in a bad position 
in attempting to criticize the Fine Arts Commission. I can only give you the 
problem as I see it. I feel I have had to look at the whole problem in order to 
make up my own mind as to what should be done in this area. 

At the time that this bridge was proposed in 1952 by the highway department, 
it was an FE Street bridge, extending across from E Street, and it would have 
connected with Arlington Boulevard. I think you can see by looking at your 
maps that Arlington Boulevard, coming across Roosevelt Island to E Street 
would give you a very natural and straight alinement through there for your 
highway system. Because of opposition that bridge site was abandoned. But 
at that time the objection to the bridge was on the basis that Theodore Roose- 
velt Island was a wildlife refuge, and that the bridge would be an intrusion 
into that area, and was objectionable from that viewpoint. 

At the present time Theodore Roosevelt Island Association is proposing that 
our bridge crossing the island have turnouts for automobile access to the ishand. 
So you can see how completely they have changed their concept of this island 
within a period of 2 or 3 years, the time I have been in the District of Columbia. 

You are familiar with the authorized location paralleling Memorial Bridge, 
and at the foot of Constitution Avenue, and that we are presently attempting to 
get legislation to move this up to the north to the approximate location shown 
on our maps for a future bridge. 

At the time that the Fine Arts Commission and the Park Service requested 
that we agree to move from the Constitution Avenue location back onto Theodore 
Roosevelt Island, we presented the view that the bridge at the foot of Constitu- 
tion Avenue would be very close to the existing Memorial Bridge. Moving the 
bridge to the north would open up the water space between the two bridges, and 
add to the attractiveness of both. We accepted those as being valid statements 
and agreed to move it back to the north. 

In making that agreement, we were aware that this might be simply an ob- 
structive movement; that perhaps the only object was to get us involved in 
further legislation. In the conferences which we had in settling this issue with 
representatives of the Secretary of Interior and others present, we raised this 
issue, and we said we are willing to go along with this, providing you will agree 
to give your firm support to this new location. The representatives of the Fine 
Arts Commission and others were present. But we don’t want to get involved 
in this after you get us committed to it, that you will run off and propose some- 
thing else. We were assured that all present would firmly support the legisla- 
tion for this new location of the bridge. 

So I think you will understand that with respect to the tunnel, there is a 
question in my mind as to whether anybody wants a tunnel or whether it is just 
a delaying tactic to confuse the issne, and when the tunnel is authorized there 
will be another tactic to oppose the construction of the tunnel. I say this be- 
cause those with whom we are dealing have been very frank that they don’t 
want anything in this area. 

I should tell you also about the tunnel, that before this compromise which we 
made, or this agreement to ask for legislation to move the bridge back to Roose- 
velt Island crossing, the tunnel issue was very thoroughly explored. Reports 
were made by the Planning Commission on the cost of a bridge. Mr. Singstad 
had been in that spring working on the bridge, and reports were made to the 
Bureau of the Budget, and it was thoroughly informed of the issue. 

The chairman of the Senate committee to which our new bill was referred re- 
ceived from the Bureau of the Budget a telegram stating that the Bureau of the 
Budget had approved proceeding with the bridge, and had disapproved the tunnel. 
IT don’t recall the exact words, but it had been considered and set aside as being 
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too costly for the Federal Government, and that they did approve the bridge and 
would proceed on that basis. 

As to tunnels generally, a very long tunnel in comparison with a high bridge, 
you might find that the economics of the tunnel would justify tunnel construction. 
In a short tunnel, I know of no place where the tunnel compares in cost with a 
bridge for construction, that is, for a low-level bridge. Tunnels are nevertheless 
used in these circumstances where the waterway is so busy that the opening of 
the bridge required to serve the water traffic reduces the effectiveness of the 
bridge. Therefore, in some of these instances tunnels have been put in even 
across relatively small streams, particularly where they are going through cities 
of heavy traffic areas, to get a complete separation of the automobile traffic 
from the river traffic, and where a high bridge to give the necessary clearance for 
the vessels in a city area would be more costly than a tunnel. 

The Planning Commission in the studies in 1955 came up with, I think, approx- 
imately $15 million as the eost of a 6-lane tunnel facility across the river follow- 
ing the location which had been laid out by Mr. Singstad. Prior to that time the 
highway department had made higher estimates. There had been an estimate for 
one much longer tunnel on the E Street location, approximating $90 million. That 
tunnel had the same controlling grades of 3 percent which we had in the 
bridges. Later they reduced that on a shorter tunnel in the vicinity of Consti- 
tution Avenue to about $75 million, again observing the 3-percent limitation on 
grade. 

Mr. Singstad proposed to have a shorter tunnel with 5-percent grades on the 
ramps and made major reductions in cost thereby, and brought the cost down to 
about $50 million, including the approaches. So with the cost of the bridge and 
approaches, then estimated at about $24.5 million, there was roughly a $25 
million difference between the two. The tunnel would not have the same grades 
as the bridge, and would have something less in the way of capacity than a 6- 
lane bridge, but would have been roughly an equivalent facility, and we used 
that as a basis for estimating. This is the additional cost which the Bureau of the 
Budget rejected as being warranted. 

I think we ought to speak a little about the esthetics of a tunnel and the 
esthestics of a bridge, because throughout all my knowledge of both, I have never 
considered the tunnel as an esthetic facility, and I have always considered bridges 
to be an esthetic facility. Bridges for centuries have been designed for beauty 
and attractiveness and have been the basis for prize competition between archi- 
tects for a century. I know of no such competition on tunnels. I have never 
heard of anyone speaking of a tunnel as being attractive. A tunnel involves a 
portal and entrance which invariably becomes blackened. Tunnels generally 
involve high ventilating towers in order to get the gasses out of the tunnel, 
although the design for this tunnel, Mr. Singstad has assured us, could be made 
up of low ventilating towers, which would not be objectionable from a design view- 
point. I think those are some of the values which you should keep in mind. 

Those are some of the highlights from my own knowledge of this bridge-tunnel 
issue. We havea great many figures and costs here. I have Mr. Robertson and 
his assistant in the Planning Division in the Highway Department to answer any 
questions which you may have. 

Chairman Apptson. What objections are being raised to the navigation problem 
of the bridge versus the tunnel ? 

General LANE. The basic law of Congress charges the Corps of Engineers with 
protecting the navigation on navigable rivers, so that anyone who wants to build 
a bridge on any navigable stream must apply to the Corps of Engineers for a 
permit. The Corps of Engineers makes a study of the potential navigation of 
the area. For instance, in a place like Alexandria, it would include not only the 
present traffic, but potential future traffic development for the port of Alexandria, 
and for this area. It then holds public hearings in which all interested parties 
have a chance to state their views, and after that establishes the clear span re- 
quired between piers and the clear height required for opening if you have the 
fixed bridge, or authorizes the design of a movable bridge with suitable openings. 

After Congress had authorized the Constitution Avenue Bridge—in fact, I think 
quite properly none of the design features of the bridge had been specified in this 
bridge, so the District of Columbia made application to the Corps of Engineers 
for permission to put in a fixed bridge at this location. As I recall, we asked for 
a clear height for the fixed bridge of some 26 feet. The Corps of Engineers 
granted us a clearance of 27 feet. It said the bridge at that height would be 
acceptable and would not interfere unduly with the navigation on the river. 
They had to consider, of course, the requirements of the community for auto- 
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mobile traftic, the potential development of the river, and what adjustments in 
waterborne traffic might be necessary in order to operate under such a bridge. 

The principal objectors to the fixed bridge, I believe, are Sinoot Sand & Gravel 
Co. in Georgetown, and Amoco Gas Co., which has a discharge point at Rosslyn. 
Their objections were presented at a public hearing and have since last year 
been reviewed by the District Engineer who invited them in to see if there was 

any material which had not been introduced at the time of the hearing. The 
view of the District Engineer is that none of the information available would 
change his recommendation which the Secretary of the Army has approved, and 
on which he has given us a permit. The 2744-foot clearance will meet the needs 
of navigation. 

The permit itself states the problem of Smoot Sand & Gravel Co., and the 
Amoco Gas Co. It points out that some modification in the plant which they 
use to service their business in this area would be required, but states the con- 
clusion that the additional cost to them is not such as to warrant construction 
of a movable span bridge at an additional cost of approximately $2 million to the 
District of Columbia, and with the additional interruption of automobile traffic 
which we would have. 

President Garret?. Their traffic is all barge and tug? 

General Lane. It is all barge and tug, and there is no interference with that 
day-to-day traffic, but the Smoot Sand & Gravel Co. have a dredge which they 
bring up periodically to dredge the slip alongside. That dredge could not come 
under the bridge without being modified. They would have to resort to a clam- 
shell on the landside of the quay to clear out their spillage of gravel or some other 
method which might be more costly to them. 

The Amoco Gas people have a regular barge traffic which will pass under the 
bridge, but at times of rough water in the lower bay, they use a different type 
small tanker which would not pass under the 2714-foot bridge. 

There are others who haul to this area with tankers which can operate in 
rough water and will pass under the bridge. I believe this is a contract arrange- 
ment which Amoco has with the carrier. Either the carrier would have to 
modify his equipment or substitute other equipment, and use this equipment 
elsewhere. Some changes in their operations would be required by a fixed 
bridge. 

Further in respect to Mr. Addison's question, in the closing days of the last 
session, the House committee introduced into our bill for the movement of the 
bridge to Roosevelt Island a requirement for a movable span in the bridge. 
This became an issue between Senator Gore and the House committee at the 
last minute, and the unanimous consent required to pass the bill was not forth- 
coming, so we have to submit a new bill this year. Senator Gore, who, of course, 
is very deep in the national highway bill, is very much opposed to putting a 
lot of money into highways and then to have interruptions unless they are 
very essential. So I believe this general view is very strongly opposed to the 
idea of a movable span. Other important people have different views, and I 
don’t know how this will be resolved in the next session of Congress. 

Mr. McKetway. I wonder what Senator Gore’s motivation is? 

General Lane. He has been very close to the whole highway program and was 
very much in the last session of Congress. Even though the Senate committee had 
reached a compromise with the House which retained that provision in the 
bill, Senator Gore personally objected to it. 

Chairman Apptson. May I ask, General Lane, would there be any engineering 
changes necessary should a tunnel be built with respect to the proposed use 
of this egress in here? Just what would happen if you had a tunnel? Where 
would your bridge have to come? Would it use these same channels? 

General LANE. There would be a change in the approaches and connections 
on the other side in a tunnel, because it would come out at a lower level. Essen- 
tially the same kind of connections would be required to fill a 6-lane tunnel as 
a 6-lane bridge. As I recall the costs of those connections would be roughly the 
same as those for a bridge. So the real difference in cost is between the tunnel 
itself and the bridge. The bridge itself runs something like $7 million as against 
$32 million for the tunnel alone. Both have about the same cost for approaches. 

Chairman Apptson. I see you propose over here to have acquiescence in the 
Memorial’s use by putting an egress, if that is what I see over there. 
General LANE. Yes, we have shown that on the bridge location. 
Chairman Apptson. It would not be a similar thing if there was a tunnel. 
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General LANE. That has not been cleared. I believe the last discussion of the 
tunnel is that it is a different location. There is no provision for egress to the 
island. 

Chairman Apprison. Would the debate now going on as to where the Foggy 
Bottom Highway is going to be make a change in any of this, whether you had 
a bridge or did not? 

General LANE. The location of the inner loop would not make any major 
change in the connecting roads for the bridge or tunnel in this area. 

I think I should mention one other general matter which I had in mind, but 
did not cover in my opening talk. This concept of no bridge in the area or of 
keeping it open as a park area would be a very severe limitation on the develop- 
ment of our entire National Capital region. If you were to have between the 
Key Bridge and Fourteenth Street Bridge only Memorial Bridge as a crossing 
here, which is what many desire, and keep all antomobile traffic out of that, 
you would then have a central area in the heart of our metropolitan area with 
all traffic required to go around it. The very heaviest traffic design at the present 
time is right through this area. Instead of allowing your driver to move from 
this area to another area directly, you make him go into other routes around 
Key Bridge or Fourteenth Street Bridge, you are crowding into that corridor 
to the north all of your traffic. We have here some of the heaviest traffic in the 
world. I think we have some charts which show a comparison between the 
Hudson River crossing between New York and New Jersey and our own cross- 
ings here, and we exceed them daily. To say that all of the traffic must stay 
out of this area, and that the people who want to come through here must go 
around this way is going to put a terrific load on your traffic around the side. 

This shows a comparison of the daily crossings of George Washington, Lincoln, 
and Holland Tunnels with ours. 

Chairman AppiIson. What does that 2,301 mean in 1956? Is that 2,300 maximum 
in any one hour? 

Mr. BRINKLEY. That is the peak hour. 

Mr. O’RourkKeE. General, without digressing, I would like to run a bit to this 
problem of whether or not to have a draw in the bridge. Have users of navigable 
streams some sort of vested right in the use of that stream so that if such a 
bridge was decided on without a draw that they could delay it by going to court 
or anything of that sort? How does it work? What are the laws on that? 

General LANE. I believe that you can’t prevent them from trying to go to court, 
but I believe the construction of a bridge without a draw under the conditions 
set forth by Congress with a public hearing by the Corps of Engineers is due 
process. 

Mr. O’Rovurke. In other words, they are pretty much final authority. 

General Lange. That takes care of all their rights. As long as there is no 
defect in that procedure, and the rights of protest of the individuals have been 
complied with, I think the right of the Government to grant a permit for a fixed 
bridge is unquestioned. 

Chairman Appison. May I ask this: I assume, and I want to get it verified, 
that the District is still of the opinion that we must have an access across that 
river in addition to what we have, and therefore you are going back and ask for 
it this year from Congress? 

General LANE. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Apptson. Against your recommendation for that, what other agencies 
have the right to have a voice up there as a matter of law before it can be done? 
Is it the Fine Arts Commission, is it the Park and Planning of Interior? Would 
you mind telling me what we have to hurdle? 

General Lane. Of course, any citizen or any group has a right to appear before 
Congress. 

Chairman App1son. I mean Government agencies. 

General LANE. Within the Federal Government, I would say there would be 
no objection from any Government agency that I know of except the Park Service, 
I believe the Park Service is the primary sponsor or one of the primary sponsors 
of the tunnel. I have been a little surprised that the Park Service was free 
after we had reached a compromise under the guidance of the Bureau of the 
Budget, to come in and attempt to set that old agreement aside. I am sure that 
none of the Commissioners would consider that we had a right to do that under 
an agreement that we had reached under Bureau of the Budget guidance. Never- 
theless, they did appear before the House committee last year, and I understand 
they intend to do so again this year. 
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President Garrett. I understand that the tunnel people figure that they would 
enter the tunnel right off Constitution Avenue, and that the tunnel would come 
up for air practically within a very short distance of land on the other side. 
General LANE. The tunnel location is shown in the large map in the center. 
I think the underground section is in the broken line. It would come up on 
Columbia Island on that side, and would come out generally in the park lands 
of the park area on the other side. The tunnel would. The tunnel only has to be 
down—lI have forgotten what the channel is, 30 or 40 feet—under the definite 
channel, and then you start your rise as soon as you pass that point. If you 
take a 5-percent grade, you can come out there very close to just that point. 


President GARRETT. According to that, you are tunneling under Roosevelt 
Island. 


General LANE. Yes. 

President GARRETT. Isn’t that the same location that you are figuring to build 
a bridge? 

General LANE. No, sir. This is a little below it. 

President GARRETT. You are just a little higher up. 

General LANE. We do have the legal authority for a bridge which I think 
would just about touch the lower end of the island. When I spoke of the Consti- 
tution Avenue Bridge at the foot of Constitution Avenue, it would have touched 
the foot of what we call Small Island here. Because that is so close to Memorial 
Bridge, it would be preferable to move it to the north, and we can do that without 
any interference with our traffic requirements, and we agreed to do so. 

President GArretr. And that is where they would put the tunnel. 

General LANE. That is the proposed tunnel location. The bridge location is 
shown on the other one, and that is a little farther to the north. 

President Garrett. How much farther would you say that was? 

Mr. BrInKtey. About 600 feet. 

President Garretr. So that the entrance of the tunnel would not be right off 
Constitution Avenue, would it? 

General LANE. Yes, it will. 

Mr. BrRINKLEY. Constitution Avenue would be the approach ramp. The exten- 
sion of Constitution Avenue as we know it now would be eliminated, and these 
ramp connections which would start almost immediately after leaving 23d Street 
in order to reach the portal at this connection, there would be the ramps. 

Chairman Apprson. I see over here how you can join the George Washington 
Memorial as you cross off the bridge, but how do you get off that from this 
thing? It looks like you have to go away in. 

Mr. BRINKLEY. In neither one do we have connections with the George 
Washington Parkway. The traffic on the parkway would continue to use 
Memorial Bridge. The approaches to both the bridge and the tunnel would serve 
all the remaining roadways on the Virginia side of the river, but not Memorial 
Parkway. 

Chairman Apptson. Existing highways or would Virginia have to supply 
them? 

Mr. BrRINKLEY. No, these are all existing. This is the Jefferson Davis High- 
way. This is Wilson Boulevard. We have the George Washington connection 
from the north, but not the State, and Arlington Boulevard, which would feed 
directly into the bridge or tunnel. 

Chairman Apptson. But you do not have from the north a way to get into the 
tunnel off George Washington Memorial. 

Mr. BrRInKLEY. We have both plans from the north. There is no connection 
from the south. That must still use Memorial Bridge. 

Mr. McKetway. General, if I may ask, what is your fundamental objection to a 
tunnel? Suppose the Federal Government in either a bridge or tunnel would be 
paying approximately 90 percent under this highway plan? 

General LANE. Yes, on the interstate system. 

Mr. McKetway. Yes. Suppose you eliminated the cost and said that is not our 
business, that is the business of the Federal Government if they want to build 
this tunnel, aside from that, what is your objection to the tunnel? 

General Lane. First I might say that we said in the beginning that we had no 
basic objection to the tunnel except one of cost if it were to be built. There are 
objections to a tunnel. I think from the point of view of the automobile driver, 
the commuter coming to work, the crossing on the bridge is a much more pleasant 
prospect than the crossing in a tunnel. You cross the bridge and if there are 
beauties in our Mall and our river area, then the people going to and from work 
have a chance to gee them. I see that is not an unimportant item. I come down 
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Rock Creek Parkway to work, and it is much more pleasant than driving down 
the streets of the city. I don’t know why we have these monumental areas unless 
people are to enjoy them, Certainly the people who are enjoying them are not on 
foot. They are in automobiles. I think if you keep the automobiles away from 
them, you will keep people away from them. I think there is a very valid objec- 
tion from the point of view of the automobile driver to be put in a tunnel on the 
approaches of the Potomac River, instead of crossing over a bridge. 

There is some loss of capacity. The tunnel is designed with 5-percent grades 
and is not the full equivalent of the bridge. So you will lose some capacity in 
the tunnel. I think probably the 6-lane tunnel will have five-sixths the capacity 
of the 6-lane bridge. We mentioned that. I have forgotten the figures. 

Chairman Appison. Is it important, or is there anything contemplated for 
pedestrians on either? 

Mr. BRINKLEY. Sidewalks on the bridge, but nothing in the tunnel. Escape 
walks in the tunnel only. We have sidewalks on both sides of the bridge. 

Mr. CoLean. I understand, General, that the tunnel was to be 4 lanes instead 
of 6 lanes. 

General LANE. There was a proposal for a 4-lane tunnel which is a less costiy 
structure. We can give you the costs of that. 

Mr. CoLean. Isn't it true in order to get costs anywhere nearly comparable you 
have to have a 4-lane tunnel against a 6-lane bridge? 

General LANE. Even a 4-lane tunnel does not become comparable. In our 6- 
lane bridge, we have approximately $7 million for the cost of the bridge itself, 
and the balance is in the approaches to feed the traffic into the bridge. As I recall 
for the 4-lane tunnel, the tunnel itself costs some $24 million, and you still have 
approximately the same cost of approaches. There is no possibility of building 
any kind of tunnel for any figure approaching $7 million. You may shave a few 
million off. 

Mr. BrInKLeEY. The 4-lane tunnel was $22,400,000. 

Mr. O’Rourke. General, every morning and afternoon the existing bridges are 
jammed to the point that several times during those peak hours traffic is at a 
standstill. Has the traffic department any estimate of what the behavior of 
the traffic would be in a tunnel? Would it not be proper to assume that during 
peak hours the same jam would occur, and people would be stuck in tunnels 
or in this tunnel the same way that they are stuck presently on these bridges? 

General LANr. I am sure that the plan for a use of a tunnel must contemplate 
blocking traffic and retaining people in there and the ventilating capacity of 
the tunnel has to be ample to provide for that. Incidentally, the operating costs 
of the tunnel are very substantial. The annual operating cost of a tunnel— 
and this is a feature which I had not mentioned—would run some $325,000 or 
$330,000. We have some estimates here. Would you bring that chart over? 
It is $310,000. Here we are comparing a 6-lane facility against a 6-lane bridge. 
We have two different bridge designs. The prestressed bridge design will 
reduce the cost of the bridge and reduce the maintenance costs as compared to 
a steel bridge. Our annual maintenance for a bridge, operation and bridge, as 
compared to the tunnel, is very substantial. 

Chairman Appison. It is $310,000 against $14,000. 

General LANE. Yes, ten to fourteen thousand dollars for a bridge, operation 
and maintenance annually, and $310,000 annually for the tunnel, operation 
and maintenance. This figure was very carefully worked out for us by Mr. 
Smiley, who is a leading member of one of the outstanding tunnel firms in the 
country. I believe Mr. Singstad has come up with a figure of approximately 
$160,000. We have a complete breakdown in our estimate. We have never 
seen such an estimate or breakdown of Mr. Singstad’s estimate, so we have not 
been able to compare the two to see why there is such a diserepaney. 

Mr. O'Rourke. General, isn’t it true that the principal reason why the tunnel 
is being advocated is esthetics? 

General LANE. I believe that is the basis. 

Mr. O’RovurKeE. That is my impression. Our position on the News is well 
known. I don’t mind telling you that in that regard we received from the In- 
terior Department photographs of the river as it is at the present time with a 
view of the Lincoln Memorial, and then that same photograph retouched to 
indicate how the beauty of the Lincoln Memorial would be destroyed by a bridge. 
I sent a photographer and reporter to try to discover from what point this 
photograph was made, which was made by the Interior Department in order 
to back up their viewpoint. The photograph was made from an uninhabited 
hill close down to the river which would remain uninhabited no matter what 
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you did—whether you put in a tunnel or whether you put in a bridge. To me it 
simply indicated that this thing is bunkum, this esthetic approach. 

This little map shows 5 bridges over the Potomac right now, and it seems to 
me it is a little late in the afternoon to view bridges with horror. The Seine is 
approved in Paris with bridges, and I see no reason why the Potomac cannot be. 
If you want to take the entire map you have 11 bridges. Why should this one 
bridge suddenly become so terrible? 

General LANE. In that connection we have already had the preliminary design 
of this bridge, and we have submitted four alternate sketches to the Fine Arts 
Commission for clearance. You may be interested to see some of the sketches 
that have been drawn. 

Chairman Apptson. Before they discuss that, and for the record, does that 
$310,000 or the $14,000 go into the District budget for operation? 

General LANF. Yes, sir. The construction and the operation of this bridge is 
a responsibility of the District. The responsibility of the tunnel would be de- 
termined by the legislation for the tunnel. That might be charged to the Park 
Service or part of the Federal budget. That would remain to be determined. 

Mr. O’Rourke. Still the District would pay a fraction, presumably. 

General LANE. We pay no part of the maintenance and operation of the Me- 
morial Bridge, because that is a park structure. It would depend on how the 
construction is handled, and how the responsibility is assigned. If it were 
handled under the highway program by the District of Columbia this would be 
an operating responsibility of the District of Columbia and would come out of 
our road funds. 

Will you show the several sketches and explain what they are? 

Mr. Sawyer. Yes. First of all the architect worked out a number of sketches, 
and finally about 4 of them were submitted to the Fine Arts Commission, Out 
of the 4, 2 of them were acceptable to them. This one here that you see is the 
prestressed design. It is a concrete structure span over stone piers. 

First of all, the first sketch that we presented to the Fine Arts Commission, 
they did not like a full pier. They suggested that we open up the design of 
these piers and try to cantilever the deck from the piers. So our architects went 
back to work and worked out two other schemes. We have another one right 
here which is pretty long, a steel design, and this one a concrete design. This 
design shows a sort of openness in the piers. It gives that feeling of cantilever- 
ing the deck from these piers. 

They seemed to be satisfied with this design except for some minor changes. 
One is that they did not like the exposed aggregates that we have right here. 
It is concrete, and it was supposed to be treated in such a way as to expose the 
aggregates. They suggested that we use just plain concrete. They also sug- 
gested that we change the railing slightly. They had some kind of pipe railing, 
and they took exception to these lamp standards. 

Outside of that, this particular sketch was accepted and this design was 
accepted. 

They also reviewed a steel design which I have here. It is much longer than 
this particular one. The first steel design that we submitted to the Fine Arts 
Commission called for haunches at the support. They objected to that, because 
it was a little old-fashioned. We went back to work and preduced this ene 
here with parallel flanges. There is no vertical stiffener. They wanted hori- 
zontal stiffeners, and these are indicated by two lines here. I don’t know whether 
you can see them. 

This was acceptable to them except they didn’t particularly care for this nos- 
ing, and they felt we should cantilever out the deck froin the piers. Outside of 
that, the design was acceptable. They were not too sure about the type of 
stone. They talked about a granite coming from Maine. They asked whether it 
was local and we said it was a local stone. They wrote us a letter to the effect 
that the general design as incorporated in these two sketches here was accept- 
able to them, and they were ready to proceed on that basis and resubmit some 
of the details, such as the railing and the lamp standards and that sort of thing. 

Chairman Appison. Driving across either of those bridges, at the level of 
the present seat of the automobile, you will have vision up and down. 

Mr. Sawyer. Yes. This is a request that has been made by motorists in a 
number of cases, They complain about Key Bridge, where we had a solid rail- 
ing. They said they could not appreciate the valley of the Potomae River when 
you had such a railing. We have received a number of letters requesting that 
we have some kind of open railing. 
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In this type of design we do have a semiopen railing. There is a short parapet 
wall, and a sort of railing on top of it. 

Chairman Apprson. I see two people standing at that place. Would that indi- 
cate about their chest height? 

Mr. SAWYER. Yes. 

President Garrerr. That is the steel bridge. 

Mr. SAWYER. Yes. 

President Garrerr. That is $3 million more, 

Mr. Rorerrson. Yes. That is a $7 million bridge. It is really two bridges. 
When you center on and build walls, you can get down to the island by both 
automobile and walking. 

President Garrerr. That is the request that has been made? 

General LANE. Yes. 

Mr. Roperrson. We can do that with either bridge. It will be two bridges in 
either case, whether it be prestressed or steel, We believe we can build a pre- 
stressed bridge for $5 million, and building according to the Fine Arts desires. 
We are going to put up a beautiful bridge. The only thing I am afraid of is that 
it might outshine the Memorial Bridge, and I think some of the Fine Arts 
members think that, too. 

Mr. O'Rourke. May I ask a question? I am not quite straight. Why is it 
that the Federal departments would be charged with the very high costs of the 
tunnel and the District would pay a part of the cost of a bridge but not a tunnel? 
Why is that? Why can’t it build a bridge as well as a tunnel? Is it just be- 
cause they don’t want to? 

Mr. Rosertson. No. ‘They don’t have any part in the bridge. Let me explain 
about the Federal aid system. This Federal-aid route that we are talking about 
is an interstate route, and we get 90 cents on the dollar. That is the reason we 
are able to go ahead with this bridge. The Park people and the Fine Arts kind 
of look down their noses at letting trucks across that bridge. That is one reason 
they want a tunnel and so they can control it. Trucks will not be allowed to go 
across the tunnel. We are planning a free bridge to all types of traffic. It ties 
in with the Jefferson Davis Highway on the Virginia side, and the other roads. 
On this side it would tie into our inner belt. 814 miles of the inner belt are on 
the interstate system.. 

Mr. ©’Rourke. So the trucks are going to be there whether you let them 
through the tunnel or not. 

Mr. Rorertson. Trucks are going to be there. The reason I want to bring that 
to your attention is that I did not want you to get the idea that it will just be for 
passenger cars. If we just have it for passenger cars, we only get 50 percent 
from the Federal Government. We have to put up the other 50 percent. Vir- 
ginia wants us to make it interstate to tie into their Jefferson Davis Highway. 
They have gone along with this location, their State highway department, and 
we don’t believe there will be enough trucks through there to hurt anything or 
anybody. But to take advantage of the 90-10 money for the citizens of this city, 
and we are saddled with the revenue because the District line is on the other 
side, and we have to build the bridges, we believe it should be an interstate route. 
We have the approval from the Bureau of Public Roads. 

General LANE. Mr. O'Rourke, I understood that there was another aspect to 
your question, why the District is paying the cost of the bridge. The normal 
practice on interstate bridges is that the two States share the cost. As far as 
I know, this is the general practice regardless of where the boundaries are, 
whether it is at the shore or the middle of the river. The bridge serves both 
communities. I thing it is because we are a Federal jurisdiction that the District 
is paying the cost of the bridge. 

Mr. O’RourkKe. As I understand you, General, you said that the Federal Gov- 
ernment was prepared to put in the tunnel, and the reason for that is that it 
went from Federal property to Federal property, presumably. Is that correct? 

General LANE. I don’t know what their justification is. I understand that the 
Park Service is willing to propose that a fully federally sponsored project be 
authorized for the tunnel. 

Mr. McKetway. I think I might shed a little light on Mr. O’Rourke’s question. 
I know that is a proposition advanced by the Park Service, and the Roosevelt 
Island Memorial Association people, and the Fine Arts Commission, none of 
whom really will have anything to do with the appropriation of the money. 

Mr. O’RourkKE. That is the point I wanted to bring out. This is a piece of 
imaginary candy when you come down to it. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Sure. 
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General LAnr. They take the position that the approved esthetics resulting 
from a tunnel instead of a bridge would warrant the Federal Government 
investing this money. 

Chairman Appison. General Lane, could you dwell a little bit on the philosophy 
of these planners who don’t want any part of an automobile if they can help it? 
What substitution do they have for the expanding need of serving both sides 
of that river? 

General LANE. I think that their feeling, Mr. Addison, is simply that the needs 
of traffic should be accommodated outside of this area, and that they want t 
preserve this park land as a central Federal park area. They want to keep the 
automobiles out of it because they feel that automobiie traffic tends to desecrate 
the park area. 

Mr. O’RourkKeE. General, the other day didn’t we have a news story to the 
effect that there was a connection approved between Route 240, bringing traffic 
into this area? 

General LANE. Route 240 which comes through the northwest from Maryland is 
an interstate route, and we have to plan an interconnection with that to our 
inner loop in our interstate system. 

Mr. O'Rourke. So trucks will come from that whether or not there is a bridge. 

General LANE. Yes. 

Mr. O’Rourke. If you don’t have a bridge that trucks can use, then isn’t it 
safe to presume that the trucks would either go across Key Bridge or come right 
through traffic and increase congestion further in order to get across the lower 
bridge? 

General LANE. That is the result of any feature to give the most direct route 
possible for the motorist, which is the most economical route. That is why we 
have these surveys at considerable cost, to determine where the people start and 
where they want to go, and how many want to move on this line, and how many 
want to move on another line, so we can build facilities which will satisfy those 
needs in the simplest possible way and with the least expense. You can crowd 
them and make them go different ways, but then you have to provide larger 
facilities when you start bunching them up. 

Mr. Rosertson. Cabin John Bridge will be built in the near future. This 240 
will connect to the Cabin John Bridge. Any through trucks will take that route. 
We will only have trucks coming down to make a delivery in Washington. 

General LANE. I understand that Cabin John Bridge is an interstate bridge. 

Mr. Rosertson. Yes. 

General LANE. Virginia and Maryland are sharing the cost. 

Mr. Ropertson. Maryland is building a bridge up to a certain point, and 
Virginia is taking up from the shoreline and going into Virginia. I don’t be- 
lieve they are paying any part of the bridge. Maryland is situated the same 
as the District. 

General LANE. I thought the original plan was that they would. 

Mr. Rosertson. Since they got this 90-10, they have rearranged that. Mary- 
land is in the same position as the District. The river is in the State of 
Maryland. 

Chairman Apptson. Has there been any political change in the proposed new 
committees of the Congress that handle this, and the Interior Department, that 
makes it easier or harder to get through what we need in the way of legislation’ 

General LANE. Mr. Addison, I know of no change-in the composition of the 
committees which would significantly affect the attitudes of the committees. 
We have had very consistently from Congress a strong endorsement of the 
bridge proposal. They have considered the tunnel. They have heard all this de- 
bate. They know what is going on. They know whether they want to spend 
money for this or not. The tunnel was taken up with the House committee last 
year and was set aside, and the bridge was adopted. 

Chairman Appison. The Budget Bureau would not have to take another posi- 
tion if you adhere to the bridge. 

General LANE. Yes. The Budget Bureau has supported the bridge proposal. 
It did in 1955, and I assume it will continue to support it in our present 
legislation. 

Mr. Rosertson. I had word from the Budget Bureau today that they will 
send up an amendment to Congress for the bridge, and move it up. 

Mr. O'Rourke. Has that been approved by the Roosevelt Island Society, this 
change? They are willing to play along? 

General LANE. Yes. They have approved the change. 
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Mr. Rosertson. Yes, sir. I was up on the Hill in front of the Gore committee 
every morning, and yesterday I had a hard time. They gave me a going over 
about why I did not build a bridge. Senator Chavez said, “You have the authori- 
zation and the money, why didn’t you build the bridge?” I tried to explain to 
him in a very diplomatic way why. Senator Gore said he was going to intro- 
duce a resolution directing the Commissioners to make a study of the naviga- 
tional cost or taking over the navigational cost above the Memorial Bridge. 

Chairman Apprson. You have progressed quite far in your detailed drawings 
of the bridge? 

General Lang. Only in the preliminary design and clearance with the Com- 
mission. We have the planning money, and the Comptroller General has author- 
ized the use of the planning money for the design of the bridge, but no con- 
struction money. We had construction money in 1955 appropriated by the Con- 
gress to start construction of the bridge, and we have not been able to proceed 
because we have been unable to resolve these planning issues. 

Chairman Appison. Have you, the representatives of the District, and Park 
and Planning, agreed on Independence Avenue as your route over there now? 

General LANE. The route of the interstate facility does not connect between 
the two bridges. The Planning Commission has approved connection of the 
interloop along Independence Avenue and around Memorial to this part of the 
inner loop. The interstate system would come over the bridge around the loop 
and in here. There is no truck connection between these two bridges. 

There is no present plan to enlarge Ohio Drive. That plan was submitted 
to the Planning Commission and was disapproved. The Planning Commission 
approved instead the alignment on Independence Avenue. 

President GarretTr. That is right. 

General LANE. I might say just one more word. I suppose every Engineer 
Commissioner who comes in here comes in intending to resolve all the diffi- 
culties and straighten them out. Certainly I came in here being aware of all 
the charges that the highway department was uncooperative and so on, and 
I wanted to take an objective look at all of this. I think the record shows very 
clearly that this is not so. The highway department supported an E Street 
Bridge. When they departed from that and agreed to a compromise on the Con- 
stitution Avenue crossing, the highway department did not go back to anybody 
and try to advance the E Street Bridge. They proceeded on the compromise 
and attempted to live up to their agreement. Then when they were further 
forced to accept another compromise to move to Roosevelt Island, they were ex- 
tremely loyal in supporting the move to Roosevelt Island. In other words, they 
have consistently tried to do the job that had been authorized and approved. 
To my knowledge they have never tried to go back on any agreement which 
the Commissioners and Engineer Commissioner have made in any of these in- 
stances, even though they may not have agreed with such a compromise in the 
first place. They have never gone back in any way to try to undermine these 
agreements. They have been very loyal and cooperative, I think, throughout 
my experience. 

It is not the highway department which is subject to the charge of not co- 
operating or not living up to the agreements. 

Mr. O’Rourke. The bridge in simple words has been held up by the veto of 
the Planning Commission, has it not? 

General LANE. No, I don’t really think that is so, Mr. O’Rourke. The Planning 
Commission approved the compromise location across Constitution Avenue. It 
was not the Planning Commission as a body which raised any objection. It 
was individual members who served on the Planning Commission acting as in- 
dividuals or representatives of federal departments who objected and sought 
to change the agreement. I don’t think that the Planning Commission as a 
body is chargeable with delay on this issue. 

Mr. O’RourKeE. You had the authorization and you had the money appropri- 
ated. 

zeneral LANE. Yes. 

Mr. O’Rourke. You did not hold up making this bridge just because you 
were going to hurt somebody’s feelings. 

General LANrE. No, indeed. 

Mr. O’RourkKeE. Somebody vetoed it. 

General Lane. That is correct. Actually it was the Department of Interior 
and Fine Arts Commission which raised objections before the congressional 
committee. 
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Mr. O'Rourke. I am sorry. I meant to say Fine Arts Commission, and I said 

Planning Commission. I used the wrong title. That is what I wanted to bring 
out. 

Gina LANE. The Fine Arts Commission and the National Capital Parks have 
been very frankly opposed to the bridge from the beginning. They have not 
concealed their view on that. They have consistently tried to stop it. 

Mr. McManus. And they have been successful. 

General Lange. They have been up to date. 

President GARRETT. There is one other thing I wanted to ask about the tunnel. 

General LANE. Mr. Chairman, before we go on, I think we should qualify 
that. The delay which occurred last year was not due to the Fine Arts Com- 
mission. Their objections have been heard. The tunnel issue had again been 
put aside. Congress went ahead and the issue was a drawspan. 

Mr. O’Rourke. That was last year. But the year before everything was in 
order except for their opposition. 

General Lane. I am sorry, sir. I just wanted to clarify that. 

President GarreTT. That is all right. The tunnel comes out and connects 
just a little bit south of where the bridge would cross. Am I right? That is 
on the Virginia side. 

Mr. Brrnkcey. The bridge would be at this location. 

General LANE. It would be closer on the Washington side. 

Mr. BrinKtey. The Virginia connection is on Columbia Island rather than the 
mainland. The bridge connection is on the mainland. 

Mr. Rogpertson. Point out where the portal is on the tunnel. 

Mr. BrInKLeyY. The portal on the Virginia shore in the westbound direction is 
here and here. 

Mr. Rosertson. How far would it take you to get out of the ground? 

Mr. BrINKLeEy. At that point we are approximately 20 feet below the sur- 
face of the ground. These are ramps coming from a 20-foot depth up over the 
boundary channel and over the structure of the Jefferson Davis Highway. On 
this shoreline the portal is on this location, but in this case much deeper because 
we are closer to the channel where the tunnel itself is deeper. So we are about 
40 feet in the ground at these two portals. We have to come up on our 
5-percent ramps in order to meet the existing system. 

Mr. Rosertson. Is that subject to flood? 

Mr. Sawyer. Yes. We will have to put up some dikes and gates in case of 
a flood. 

Mr. Brinkiey. There will be a dike to the height of 20 feet somewhere be- 
tween the river bank and this roadway ramp in order to protect the roadway 
from flooding. 

Chairman Apptson. You mean a visual dike that would be esthetically 
objectionable? 

Mr. BrINKLEY. Yes. At this location we have proposed this being the west 
leg joining Independence Avenue just south of the Lincoln Memorial, and we 
have proposed to tunnel to the rear of the steps of the Watergate. At this 
Ioeation the depth of that portal will necessitate the construction of floodgates. 

Mr. CoLeaANn. Doesn’t that mean that all of the connecting ways and turn- 
arounds and so on would be much more expensive for the tunnel than they 
would be for the bridge? 

Mr. BrRINKLEY. Not too much, sir. About a million dollars. Most of it is 
in excavation. The road paving would be roughly the same. But excavation 
and construction of the retaining walls would be the difference in cost. There 
would be some difference. 

General LANE. I think we should say a word to you about the question of the 
capacity of the four-lane tunnel in relationship to the predicted crossing require- 
ments in this sector of the river. 

Mr. BRINKLEY. We have that shown very clearly on a chart. These lines 
indicate studies and volumes that were developed by five independent analyses 
of the traffic situation over the river. Three of the five studies forecast traffic 
to the year 1970 and 1980 and two did not. 

The forecast is that there will be 75,000 vehicles designed to cross the river 
at this location, one by the year 1970, the other two by the year 1980. I call to 
your attention, too, this fact: When 75,000 vehicles are crossing this bridge at 


this location, all other Potomac River bridges will be running to full capacity 
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The capacity of the proposed 4-lane tunnel is 37,500 vehicles indicated by this 
brown line. The capacity of a 4-lane bridge is 45,000 vehicles, indicated by this 
red line. Neither one, as you can see, would satisfy the demand for 75,000 
crossings. 

The capacity of a 6-lane tunnel is 60,000 vehicles. The capacity of a 6-lane 
bridge is 75,000. The capacity of a 6-lane tunnel is 20 percent less than the 
capacity of the bridge. 

General Lang. The final projection by Wilbur Smith, as consultant contractor 
for the National Planning Commission, he is not a consultant for the highway 
department, is in agreement with our own consultants. 

President GARRETT. I gness that does it. 

Chairman Apptson. Before we adjourn, Mr. Chairman, I do think it has been 
most helpful to have these gentlemen from our Government here, and let us be 
able to get this clear so that we can more intelligently express ourselves to our 
executive committee meeting on Monday. I would like to move an expression 
of appreciation for this courtesy. 

President Garretr. I second the motion. I want to assure you of our ap- 
preciation of coming here, and I also want to assure you that we are here just 
to gather facts. There is no one here of any preconceived ideas or views. We 
wanted to find out what the facts were because of the requests that were made 
to us to take a look at it. That is what we are trying to do. 

General LAne. Mr. Chairman, I want to assure you that we appreciate the 
opportunity to be here. One of our continuing problems is to get a full under- 
standing of these issues among all our people, and especially our leading citizens. 
We look on this as a valuable opportunity to do that. 

President GarreTT. We certainly appreciate your coming. 


(Thereupon at 5:25 p. m., the meeting was concluded.) 
TUNNEL ADVOCATES 
TESTIMONY OF FrpprRAL Ciry CouNncin ON PoromMac RIVER CROSSINGS 


The meeting was convened at 4 p. m. with the following officials and council 
members present : 

Officials: Conrad L. Wirth, Director, National Parks Service; Harland 
Bartholomew, Chairman, National Capital Planning Commission; David E. Fin- 
ley, Chairman, Commission of Fine Arts; and Harry Thompson, Associate 
Superintendent, National Capital Parks Service. 

Private consultant: Ole Singstad, tunnel engineer, senior partner, Singstad & 
Bailie, consulting engineers, 24 State Street, New York 4, N. Y. 

Federal City Counsel members: Benjamin M. McKelway, adviser, Potomac 
crossings project; Hon. George A. Garrett, president; Francis G. Addison, Jr., 
chairman; William J. McManus, first vice president; John T. O’Rourke; Philip 
L. Graham; Edward C. Baltz; Frank R. Jelleff; Alvin Aubinoe; G. Yates Cook, 
executive director; and Allan Spalding, assistant to the director. 


PROCEEDINGS 
President Garretr. Mr. Wirth, will you start in? 
STATEMENT OF CONRAD L. WIRTH, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL PARKS SERVICE 


Mr. WirrH. First, I wish to say that we appreciate the opportunity of meeting 
with your group, and to try to explain as clearly as possible at least our thinking 
on the famous question of the tunnel versus the bridge. I believe personally very 
strongly in the tunnel and have ever since the beginning. I shan’t talk too long 
for myself, but to explain my position, and why I reached the conclusion I did 
as a member of the Planning Board, and also as Director of the National Parks 
Service. I am going to leave it to Mr. Bartholomew to speak on the question of 
planning matters, and Mr. Singstad on the question of feasibility and cost. Mr. 
Thompson will also bring in certain facts. Then we will follow with Mr. David 
Finley of the Fine Arts Commission when he comes here. 

I know I am not monopolizing the limelight or taking anything but the same 
position that you people are and anybody else here in Washington, namely, that 
we are all striving to get the best we can for the National Capital. As a member 
of the Planning Commission I went into the meetings with my own specialty in 
the back of my mind, namely, the parks and the recreation and the management 
of the central area, the Mall of the National Capital, and with what I believe 
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to be one of the grandest, if not the most beautiful city in the Nation with the 
national memorials here in Washington. It is truly a federal city, and I feel as 
you do, I am sure, that these things should be protected and preserved. 

The history of America is well told in our national monuments and memorials 
here in Washington. I feel that the setting along the Potomac was one of the 
main reasons that the early fathers of our country decided on the Potomac River 
and the present location. 

With that general background and belief, I realize also you have to give to 
meet certain conditions and there is not just one design for everything. I, along 
with the rest of the Commissioners, listened to specialists in various fields dealing 
with the needs of the city for its own health and economy, its on-growth and 
prosperity, and the health and benefit of the citizens. One of the big issues—and 
I think it is apparently the dominating issue—is the movement of traffic from 
the areas outside of the city into the city, and the dispersal of the traffic to the 
places they wish to go. The Planning Commission employed special experts, and 
I believe it has as good, if not one of the best reputations in the country on 
the analysis of traffic, analysis of where they should go, and so forth and so 
on—Wilbur Smith & Co. Listening to him I drew the conclusion from his 
reports, and it was quite definite, that in developing Washington, the traffic 
pattern would be better off if not poured into the center of the city. As you know, 
there have been at least half a dozen bridges proposed of various kinds. One 
should be underway, namely, the Jones Point Bridge, or Woodrow Wilson Bridge. 
But the others had to do above the central area, Three Sisters and the Nebraska, 
Roach’s Run. You heard and read about them in the papers. His conclusion, 
as I understand it, was that if we had a bridge up above Key Bridge and one 
below in the approximate vicinity of Roach’s Run, we perhaps would not need the 
center bridge at Independence Avenue. 

The other point made was that there were several memorials in the vicinity 
which I feel in building an interstate highway link which carries all kinds of 
traffic on a bridge across the Potomac River in the vicinity of Arlington Memorial 
would destroy that particular atmosphere and feeling there. 

I also felt as a parkman in charge of the grounds and memorials around the 
National Capital that I would like very much to see the Arlington Memorial 
Bridge returned to its original intent, namely, as a memorial bridge connecting 
the great central part of Washington with the Arlington Cemetery where many 
of our heroes are buried. 

I was also very much concerned with the temporary buildings in the Mall, and 
building a central road from Lincoln Memorial up to the Capital, with the thought 
that if we could get a location that would relieve the Arlington Memorial Bridge 
of its traffic and convert that back to its memorial purposes, it still could help 
serve the central part of Washington by bringing the traffic not down Independ- 
ence and Constitution Avenues, but down the Mall, and leaving the real heavy 
traffic to a location other than Memorial Bridge. 

In the back of my mind was this constant fear of heavy truck traffic coming 
into Constitution Avenue and coming down through that section. I felt that 
some crossing ought to be made. With all those things under consideration, I 
came to the conclusion that I would prefer not to see anything at all if we could 
get two bridges at the same time, namely, one in the vicinity of Three Sisters that 
would feed into a belt that would go on the other side of the river along the 
water level and also the Roach’s Run. If I was not correct in my conclusions 
from the facts I had, and something had to go into Independence Avenue or 
that vicinity, I would much prefer the tunnel which would be a depressed thing 
out of sight. 

I was on a committee, as I think you know, of the Planning Commission to 
study that, along with other members, General Lane, Mr. Leon Zach of the 
Corps of Engineers. I have always been consistent in my belief that a tunnel 
would be far better than the bridge. But we were assigned the responsibility 
of designing approaches or working on approaches for both the tunnel and the 
bridge, with the thought that whichever one was finally decided upon that the 
approaches would do the least amount of damage to the memorials. 

I am glad to say that we did reach a conclusion on what the approaches 
should be for both the tunnel and a bridge. However, after reaching those con- 
clusions, I don’t think it may change the minds of the members of the subcom- 
mittee as to what their preference would be. 

I know there has been considerable thought. I do think frankly that the first 
bridge location off Theodore Roosevelt Island would have been absolutely impos- 
sible. I think it would be very detrimental. I do think the substitute one 
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which we worked on as an alternate to that other bridge—and there again the 
committee met and talked and worked to find a best location if a bridge had 
to be built—but that did not in any of the votes of the Commission or in any 
of my conversations alter any early conclusion that the tunnel was far better 
than any bridge. 

The way the matter stands, I believe personally that from an esthetic stand- 
point, from the standpoint of developing our National Capital, from the stand- 
point of living with what we have, and passing on to those that follow us, that 
the tunnel is the only solution. I think, and I have said it before, and I am 
willing to repeat again, that we would regret the day that we ever built another 
bridge across that location. I realize that is one man’s opinion. That is the 
opinion that I have arrived at from hearing the various facts and information 
presented to the Commission, some of which you will hear today in detail. 

I was up in New York—lI just got back last night—from several conferences 
and meetings on subjects other than this, but I happened to have lunch with 
a representative of one of the directors of the Theodore Roosevelt Association. 
I told him I was appearing here with you people today. He asked me to make 
it clear that the Theodore Roosevelt Association only agreed to a bridge over 
the island in order to not be accused or pointed at as a hindrance to getting 
something done. They felt that the Theodore Roosevelt Memorial would suffer 
if they got adverse criticism. They feel very strongly against the bridge. They 
feel very strongly for the tunnel. They always have. 

I don’t think I need to recite the various other technical organizations like 

the American Society of Professional Engineers, the AIA, and the American 
uandscape and Architects Association. They have really no ax to grind. In 
an honest effort to get the best designs for the facilities needed for Washington 
is their interest. They are not interested any more than I am in curtaling 
the development of Washington. I felt to be perfectly frank quite concerned at 
times of being criticized in delaying action. I do want to make it perfectly 
clear that is not a motive of any kind whatsoever. What I have done, and what 
we believe in strongly is to get something that we will always be glad to have, 
something that we will always appreciate, and something that we can point 
to with pride, and still get the services that we need for a good healthy city, 
and a good Capital. 

I don’t think I need to say anything more. That is the position I have taken, 
and why I have taken it. I believe that Mr. Bartholomew should go on now with 
the planning matters that you are the expert on. I hope when I use the term 
“expert,” you are not familiar with the term of expert that I have been told 
here. I heard the definition of an expert 2 years ago. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Chairman Appison. Mr. Chairman, for the record, does Mr. Wirth’s position 
show, and will Mr. Bartholomew's be incorporated at the time of starting for 
the record. 


STATEMENT OF HARLAND BARTHOLOMEW, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING 
COM MISSION 


Mr. BARTHOLOMEW. I am appearing, I presume, as Chairman of the National 
Capital Planning Commission, but having served that Commission for a con- 
siderable number of years, in fact during most of the Commission’s life as a 
commission, when I endeavored to serve as what Mr. Wirth refers to as a 
consultant or expert, I have had occasion to think about these matters for a good 
many years. I would like to express a few views as a consultant over the years 
for the Planning Commission as background in relation to what we are considering 
here, which happens to be one particular bridge. 

The position Washington is in today is that of many other American cities, 
with the downtown central area where traffic is coming in on radial thorough- 
fares, and creating more and more congestion. From the standpoint of planning, 
what we are interested in is what are we going to do in the long run to deal 
with that problem, not what we do today on some particular project. I think 
that is the way we should approach all of these matters. 

So the first item I would like to speak about is this. In the revision of the 
comprehensive plan which took place in 1948-49-50, taking the long view of that 
situation, we realized that as this traffic continues to develop on these approach 
thoroughfares, the approach thoroughfares get more and more congested as they 
reach the downtown district. The first condition you need to relieve is that 
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pressure and congestion at the lower end of these radial routes, because a great 
deal of the traffic we find and did find in 1948-49 was going through the business 
district. It might surprise you to know that approximately 50 percent of all 
the traffic we found at that time was entering one side of the District and going 
out immediately on the other. If you can get rid of an appreciable proportion 
of that percentage, you have relieved the downtown area to the extent of at 
least permitting it to absorb more traffic which may have business within the 
central area. 

So there was developed in the comprehensive plan three circumferential routes, 
what we now call the inner loop, the outer loop, and the intermediate Fort Drive. 
If you ean divert some of the traffic on these radial routes, you will increase 
the capacity to get downtown. Some routes get more congested than others, 
and therefore you have to have some kind of logical scheme or plan by which 
you get maximum capacity and use out of the thoroughfare network. 

It is interesting to see that very nearly all of our approach thoroughfares are 
pretty well crowded. There does not seem to be an overpressure on one side 
and underpressure on the other. They are all under pressure about the same 
time, and they are all very nearly up to capacity, like the streets in the down- 
town business section. We studied intersection after intersection, and they are 
all very nearly up to capacity. We have to do something to increase total 
capacity if we are going to get at this long-range problem. 

After 1950, we began to experience the impact of increased automobile flow 
beyond, I think, the expectations of even those who had been working in the 
field. I have here the first of several special studies. This is the Masters report 
of 1952. In that report he has a summary in which it is stated that the inbound 
and outbound peak hour traffic volumes and their rate of increase are shown in 
table 2. The average peak hour increase from 1946 to 1952 was 635 vehicles, 
but from 1949 to 1952 it was 898 vehicles. 

The new highway bridge opened in 1950 added 1 lane for outbound traffic and 
2 lanes for inbound traffic. However, this new capacity was completely taken 
up by 1952. We believe this demand for additional capacity will continue for 
the next several years at the rate of 750 vehicles, requiring one half of an 
additional lane per year in each direction. 

Following that various estimates and statements were made by some whom I 
would say are well qualified, others who were expressing opinions but not the 
result of any exhaustive study. So by 1953 or the early part of 1954, when I had 
come onto the Commission as a member, it seemed to me that one of the first 
things we had to do was to try and get the most authentic statement we could 
on the subject. So there was employed the firm which I think most experts will 
agree, or most authorities will agree, is probably as competent, if not more so, 
than anybody else in the field, and that is Wilbur Smith & Associates, who as a 
result of that engagement by the Commission made a report in 1955. Without 
reading a lot of figures, it states as follows: 

“The analysis of traffic growth and origin-destination data reveal by 1957’°— 
the same year as Masters used—‘“a minimum of 14 additional bridge lanes will 
be required, assuming that the lanes are all positioned in accordance with driver’s 
desire lines of travel.” 

A little later in that report, because we asked that this be directed specifically 
to the river crossing problem, there is shown what is called an immediate pro- 
gram. I think with your permission I will read this one page that summarizes 
the whole situation, and I think makes it rather clear. 

“(a) Improvement or replacement of existing bridges. Replace the old high- 
way bridge span, and improve the Washington approaches so as to develop four 
effective lanes in each direction. 

“(b) Widen the Key Bridge and improve its approach interchanges on both 
sides of the Potomac River. 

“(c) Improve the approaches to Memorial Bridge.” 

That is all improvement and replacement of existing bridges. 

“(d) New construction. Reserve the rights-of-way for the Jones Point and 
Cabin John Bridge. 

“2. Build the inner loop expressway giving priority to the southwest express- 
way, to a Third Street expressway connected to a point to the north of Consti- 
tution Avenue, and also to the west leg. 

“3. Construct a new upper central Potomac River crossing at the Three 
Sisters or Constitution Avenue locations, or somewhere between these two 
locations. 
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“4. Initiate by 1957 coordinated with the southwest expressway the construc- 
tion of the Roach’s Run Bridge. The two should be placed in operation at the 
same time. If adequate approach road connectors could be developed on the 
Virginia side, the Roach’s Run Bridge could be constructed earlier.” 

What I am endeavoring to say, or to point out to you, gentlemen, is this, that 
what we need is a program. I realize that we do an awful lot of talking and 
get very little action, but I think we should have a program and perhaps Congress 
would be a little quicker to respond to our requests for river crossing facilities 
if we pointed out the full need, and they realized that our problem is not that 
of one bridge, but of a scheme for taking care of the total flow that we can 
reasonably expect. 

Now, coming a little closer to the problem, we know that congestion problems 
are created where we concentrate too much traffic in a particular facility. The 
longer I have dealt with problems of this kind, the more I have been impressed 
with the fact that the first solution of every traffic congestion problem is to 
disperse. I defy anybody to question that very simple and reasonable solution. 

The problem here consequently is one not of concentrating and congesting. I 
fear that too much of the discussion of the Constitution Avenue Bridge is on 
the theory that is all we are going to get for a long time and that is the one 
thing to do, to try to create a great facility which will provide an enormous 
new capacity. 

I think from a planning standpoint, or from any other traffic standpoint, that 
is not a wise solution. What we need is a program of bridges. In the compre- 
hensive city plan—and I noticed as I read Smith's report—we were not thinking 
of the outer bridges as the first ones to be constructed. Yet when they got into 
Congress, they put the Jones Point in there at an early date. We don’t think, 
and the traffic studies don’t show that the Jones Point Bridge is going to be 
the great reliever of traffic that the other more central bridges would be. 

Now, as to this immediate problem we are dealing with here now on bridge 
versus tunnel, I think you can see what is in my mind as a city planner, that 
I am much more interested in a program than I am in a particular facility. I 
am convinced consequently that is what came into the minds of the special com- 
mittee which I appointed in the Planning Commission to work on this problem, 
the committee that Mr. Wirth referred to. In my appointment of that com- 
mittee, I endeavored to bring together the various viewpoints of the agencies or 
departments concerned. You will notice that there were in addition to Mr. 
Wirth, General Lane, Mr. Spellman of the Bureau of Public Roads, and Mr. 
Zach of the Chief of Engineers’ office. Those are the principal agencies con- 
cerned. 

They did reach a conclusion, and they did agree on the approaches, I don’t 
know who brought these maps, but I believe those are the ones that were agreed 
on. When the matter came before the Commission for final action, the Com- 
mission, realizing I am sure that we had no full program, did have in mind 
nevertheless that ultimately we are going to have to have this program, and 
consequently they accepted the plans presented by this committee, both for the 
bridge and for the tunnel, and decided that from a planning standpoint we 
could accept either one. The Commission felt that it was more the function 
of the Fine Arts Commission to determine the matter of the design and the 
esthetics, if you will, but I am confident that I can speak for the Commission 
when I say that while they do approve a very centra! area bridge, either at 
Constitution or if it were to be moved upstream some, they also feel that we 
need these other bridges as well. By so doing, as this traffic develops in the 
outer areas of Virginia and comes down, we should not bring it all together 
and around the Pentagon and Fort Myer and try to concentrate it at one place, 
but we should distribute it. 

The Roach’s Run Bridge, the Constitution Avenue crossing, and another up 
here, this one, and the outer one both feeding into respectively the north and 
south legs of the inner loop where the traffic can distribute itself to its various 
places of destination in the central business area. 

I don’t think that there is very much more that I can say on the matter. I 
have looked over 1 or 2 of our records briefly. Perhaps the only other thing 
I might add is a statement that we believe it may not be necessary or desirable 
to provide a six lane capacity at the Constitution Avenue location, and that 
more thought might be given to the dispersal rather than concentration of trans- 
river crossings in order to better solve the approach road problems. The Na- 
tional Capital Planning Commission has recommended in its comprehensive 
plan that the program for new Potomac River crossings include bridges both 
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above and below the Constitution Avenue site. If a four-lane tunnel were 
constructed at Constitution Avenue excess traffic demands would be dispersed 
to these new crossings. 

In summary there is a need for a new major crossing in the central area in the 
vicinity of Constitution Avenue. Potential demand will exceed the capacity 
even of a six-lane facility by 1970. Capacity of approach facilities is presently 
critical and to realize full use of a new crossing will require major new con- 
struction whether a 4-lane or 6-lane structure is built. 

_The comprehensive plan adopted by the National Capital Planning Commis- 
sion provides for several new bridges which will increase river crossing capacity 
and afford alternate facilities for excess demand generated at the Constitution 
Avenue location. 

I know that there are a great number of what might be termed collateral 
issues that might be discussed. I am particularly interested in one of them, 
which is again a matter of capacity and also of distribution. That is the original 
proposal, as I recall, by General Spencer, which was to come across the center 
of Roosevelt Island to go into E Street. That would give us an enormous concen- 
tration on a thoroughfare that is not designed for it and one which would seem 
to be at a very unfortunate location in the city plan. That is why I believe 
that a crossing at Constitution Avenue is better. That is why when General 
Spencer and Senator Case and I got together on this at the point where we 
seemed to be at an impasse—again expressing a personal view—I stated that in 
my opinion a bridge above or below Roosevelt Island, or crossing above or below 
Roosevelt Island would be a far better solution. I have always had the feeling 
that a crossing at the upper end of Roosevelt Island is far better because it 
would feed directly into the north leg of the inner loop. However, a connection 
can be made at the inner loop if we cross at Constitution Avenue. So if we 
have a crossing at Constitution Avenue, it does not seem that we should have 
one of enormous capacity. Certainly four lanes will give us a very large capacity, 
and we can have a connection with Constitution Avenue. We can have a connec- 
tion with the inner loop, and this traffic that originates in the southewestern 
area in Virginia can come in over the ultimate bridge capacity there, and the 
traffic from northern Virginia, which has to come around Fort Myer in any 
event, can come into the northern leg of the inner loop. 

There is not much capacity that generates in the vicinity of Constitution 
Avenue. It has to come around that big block created by Fort Myer and the 
Arlington Cemetery. The Pentagon, the Bureau of Yards and Docks are about 
the only generators, and they would not be big enough in themselves to neces- 
sitate a crossing per se in that location. 

I have talked longer already than I intended to, but I think I have made clear 
to you the long-range needs and the position of the Planning Commission in its 
desire to not merely deal with a particular project, but to have that project tie 
in to the long-range plan. 

Thank you very much, gentlemen. 


STATEMENT OF HArryY THOMPSON, ASSOCIATE SUPERINTENDENT, NATIONAL 
CAPITAL PARKS SERVICE 


Mr. THompson. My name is Harry Thompson. I am at the present time the 
Associate Superintendent of National Capital Parks office locally. You have 
heard Mr. Wirth give you a summary of his views of why he thinks as he does. 
You heard Mr, Bartholomew give you certain aspects of the Commission’s think- 
ing on this problem. Keeping in mind that there is a clock here, and Mr. Singstad 
is really the man you wish to hear, I would like to touch on a few thing that 
I think are somewhat more in detail than you heard heretofore, and I think will 
be of interest to you. 

It has been stated that the particular committee on which he served as Chair- 
man of the Planning Commission was appointed to resolve this problem of how 
a bridge or tunnel could be built across this particular corridor, how it could 
be developed so that it would meet the requirements of the District Commis- 
sioners or the Planning Commission, the Park Service and the rest of those 
agencies concerned. 

There was developed the two plans before you. The one on the left is the only 
approved plan that I know of for a tunnel. The one on my right is the one 
approved plan for a bridge. So as you view these plans all of those portions 
of the plans colored in red are new roads, new construction elements that would 
be required for a tunnel or a bridge. In order to quickly bring to your attention 
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some of the salient features of either plan, I would like to point out that in 
the case of the bridge on the District side there is a series of intertwining roads 
and on the Virginia side there is a series of intertwining roads. As you will 
observe, the number of roadways and secondary construction, in order to make 
a structure function requires a number of secondary structures. In the case 
of the bridge there is a total of 14 secondary structures. In the case of the 
tunnel there is a total of six secondary structures. In the case of the bridge 
there is a three-deck structure directly out in front and almost due east of the 
very handsome Iwo Jima Memorial. It is a fact that as the bridge crosses the 
river and climbs onto the very hill and out the boulevard, of necessity those 
approach roads must be on very substantial dikes, and blocking the view up and 
down the river which I happen to believe is one of the most attractive views 
of our Capital City, the spires of Georgetown, and so forth. 

Likewise here as you come down the Memorial Highway, the views would 
be blocked in every direction. We have many pictures to show how it would 
be blocked, but I shan’t bother you with that. It is sufficient to say that the 14 
structures plus their intertwining roads of 6-lane capacity on the bridge project 
is much more substantial than the very limited 6-structure approach for the 
tunnel. Whereas the roads on the bridge must be of necessity on dikes, for- 
tunately the approach roads to the tunnel are at grade. So even though there 
are some approach roads they are down, they are depressed, they are out of 
the view. I should say for the most part they are objectionable. 

As for the development on either side of the bridge it is probably well known 
to all of you that this particular site toward the Marine Memorial was chosen 
for the principal reason that it commanded a very lovely view back over the 
Capital Mall, with the Lincoln Memorial in the foreground, and the Washing- 
ton Monument, and the dome of the Capitol so related that it gives a beautiful 
view. 

There is in the making what some people think will be one of the greatest 
monuments yet to be constructed in this country. In the 1954 Congress, I be- 
iieve it was, there was created a National Monument Commission, with the 
specific requirement that it arrive at a design for an international monument 
that would spell out and pay respect to the various freedoms that were incor- 
porated in the Bill of Rights. That Commission has been working diligently 
for a year and a half, and they have arrived at a concept. I have photographs 
here if you care to see them to give you some idea of the magnitude and the 
importance that they have worked into this monument. It is a thing in the 
many multimillion dollar category. It has very substantial support in high 
places. Those of us who are working with this Commission hope that in the 
near future it will be made a matter of public announcement to move forward, 
not with Federal but private financing which is in the making. 

Then the problem of should there be a crossing here was presented. I don’t 
believe there was any particular thought of should there or should not there 
be, but as to the kind as far as we were concerned. When we saw the many 
bridge designs that were presented here, our minds went back to not the recent 
past, but to 1882 when the very first of a number of bridges—this is almost 75 
years ago—when at least 6 separate bridges, including our Arlington Memorial 
Bridge, were authorized to be built at the Constitution Avenue crossing. It has 
been shifted downstream, as you know. It was authorized at Constitution 
Avenue. I have with me, which I will not show to you, a whole series of pictures 
of bridges that had the blessing of the Congress. As a result of that, very 
substantial engineering work was done. More than 70 some borings were made 
which served as a basis for Mr. Singstad’s analysis later on. How to go about 
trying to find the best man qualified to tell us whether a bridge was feasible 
or practical was rather easy. Everywhere we went from the various engineering 
professions, the architects, and people throughout the country, they said Mr. 
Ole Singstad is the greatest tunnel man that ever lived. We solicited his as- 
sistance, and he came to Washington and spent a gread deal of time in trying 
to solve this problem, and has come up with a very ingenious simple solution, 
and a relatively inexpensive solution to the problem. 

I am going to say some things which I am sure he will repeat. I do want 
to say that a tunnel in this location is very feasible, it is very practical, it is 
very inexpensive as tunnels go. I would like to quote here for the record he- 
cause I think there has been too much made of price, first, that we have insofar 
as the proponents are concerned very carefully, and I think studiously, refrained 
from quoting what will a bridge cost, because we were not the bridge proponents. 
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Whereas there have been figures quoted anywhere from 92 to 84, 64, 54, 38, 32, 
depending on who was really guessing, rather than estimating. The public 
has been left with the impression that a tunnel here is a very expensive thing 
when as a matter of face, it can be built almost costwise with the bridge. Mr. 
Singstod will verify that. 

On the other hand, there have been so many figures on what will a bridge 
cost. It has been most difficult to find out what a bridge really will cost. It is 
only by searching and getting answers bit by bit from what we believe to be 
reliable sources, namely, the District authorities themselves, who are doing 
the estimating, we can come up with a figure which I am sure can be sub- 
stantiated, and which I think they could confirm and I am sure they would, 
because they have recently given figures to that effect, of around $22 million 
that the bridge would cost fully in place. 

When I say that, I mean you must take into account not only the basic struc- 
ture, but the secondary structures, the grading, the landscaping, the lighting, the 
placing of it into that effective state of operation where it is carrying all the 
capacity with all of the roads hooked up with now existing roads, and all roads 
in the future to be developed on either side of the river, which this plan does. 

That same identical relationship is true of the tunnel. When I quote a price of 
$25 million—you forgive me if I don’t quote dollars and pennies—-that the tunnel 
would be fully in operation, lighted, policed, with the cars rolling through, with 
all of the secondary structures hooked on either side of the river, seems to be a 
fair comparison to put a facility into full use and function. That is all I think 
we are trying to do. 

Chairman Apprson. When you use the words “hooked up,” you mean paved 
in both instances. 

Mr. THOMPSON. Yes. 

Chairman Appison. In other words, your $25 million would include the cost 
of the roads on each side of the river. 

Mr. THOMPSON. Yes. 

Chairman Apprson. And the bridge would be $22 million. 

Mr. THompson. That is right, with cars rolling on them. 

Chairman Apprson. I just wanted to know what you meant by the words 
“hooked up.” 

Mr. THompson. That is what we call a turnkey job, complete and ready to roll. 

Mr. GRAHAM. You are speaking of a 6-lane bridge and 4-lane tunnel. 

Mr. THompson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. GranHam. If you had a 4-lane bridge, would you need all the secondary 
structures that a 6-lane bridge needs, and would it cost as much? 

Mr. THompson. I am not qualified. I am going to offer an opinion that you 
would for the same reason that you have to make all of your connections to your 
existing and proposed roads. I think I should explain to you that some of that 
price in the bridge automatically comes from the fact that you have six lanes, 
that your structures are larger, that your paving is wider, that your fill is 
greater. Whereas your four lane is not. You have much more mileage of roads 
per se than you have in the tunnel. 

Mr. O’Rovurke. Has anyone ever measured the mileage of those two schemes? 

Mr. TuHompson. I have not. It could be done. It is obviously greater on the 
bridge than on the tunnel. 

Mr. O’Rovurke. I see that. I see some roads on the bridge that are not on the 
tunnel picture. There apparently seems to be an additional facility which is 
left out of the tunnel scheme. 

Mr. THompson. You are speaking of this point here? 

Mr. O’RovurkeE. Yes, on the bridge picture there are two ways of getting down 
where the music used to be played, and on the tunnel picture it is not at all. I 
am wondering whether this scheme is more elaborate fundamentally than the 
tunnel scheme? 

Mr. THompson. I can only give you the answer that this was studied very 
earefully by the full committee. This may be a shortcoming. This certainly 
would be given a thorough research before either were finally pinned down. 

Mr. Battz. Why the 6-lane and four-lane? Why wouldn’t they both have to 
be six-lane? 

Mr. THompson. I must not take too much of your time. I could be giving you 
my own opinion. Those of us who have worked with this for several years past, 
and we have really worked on it, are of the opinion that this tunnel according 
to the designer is capable of carrying 48,000 vehicles a day. Mr. Wilbur Smith, 
the gentleman referred to by Mr. Bartholomew, cautioned us not to pour more 
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than 40,000 vehicles a day into the system of District streets. So with four 
lanes of tunnel capacity, it has a potential of delivering to this side of the river 
more traffic than the street system can absorb. When you consider as of now 
we pour 60,000 a day here, and if you were to add another 40, you are dropping 
100,000 vehicles into that whirlpool, and to increase it to 75,000, which a six-lane 
bridge would develop, you would be completely, we believe, overloading it and 
thrusting more traffic on the east-west avenues and particularly E Street beyond 
their capacity to absorb. As Mr. Bartholomew has said, the answer to this thing 
is to provide an adequate facility to perform a service, but to disperse your 
traffic up and down the river in other facilities, instead of al in one particular 
place. 

Mr. O’RovurKe. Could you give us your thinking on the cost of maintenance of 
these two facilities? 

Mr. THompson. I can give you the estimates that have been developed. It is 
roughly 60 over 120. I should say at the same time that the obsolescence of a 
bridge is much quicker than the tunnel, so that over the years things will balance 
out. You may be paying a little more today, but over the long run it balances 
out. It is like buying a good pair of shoes, you pay a little more in the first place, 
but they last longer. 

I think I ought to retire. There are many things I would like to say. I would 
like to show you pictures of the new monument. I would like to show the pic- 
ture of the magnificent memorial to be made for Theodore Roosevelt. You can 
see for yourself. A person who had occasion to see this the other day and looked 
at the tunnel plan and the bridge plan—this happens to be the river, as you see 
it today, without any structure whatsoever—and this is a projection of the sec- 
tions of roadways that would be thrown across the river with this great inter- 
section in the foreground, and the same over here, and then this is an exact 
reproduction of the tunnel plan. When I showed this to the gentleman, he said, 
“Where is the tunnel?’ I said, “It is there.” He said, “You bureaucrats must 
not come up and tell us that we can’t read plans. Where is the tunnel?” I said, 
“It is there. You paid it a great compliment because you do not see it as you 
cross Arlington Bridge.” This is an air view. 

Mr. O’RourkeE. It is taken from an airplane? 

Mr. THompson. That is right. 

Mr. O’RoorkeE. It is nice to have it pretty from the air, too, but I think that 
while that demonstrates the bridge road complex and tunnel complex, it really 
does not show it the way most people would see it. 

Mr. THompson. If it were eye level, I think it would be much more objec- 
tionable. 

Mr. O’RovurKe. You were interested in the view from that new monumental 
structure that is sketched on both of these plans. 

Mr. THOMPSON. Yes. 

Mr. O’Rourke. The view that would be important, I daresay, would be from 
that monument or for those people who are over there, toward the Lincoln 
Memorial. 

Mr. THompson. I promise to sit down in a minute. 

Mr. O’Rovurke. I have a question here if I could ask it. The important view 
from that new monumental structure that is sketched here would be toward the 
Lincoln Memorial. 

Mr. THompson. Directly on axis with the Lincoln, Washington Monument, 
and the Capitol. 

Mr. O’Rovurke. I was counting the records that the tunnel completion has in 
front of the viewer, which is seven. On the bridge picture, the same axis shows 
four and part of a loop. 

Mr. THompson. I don’t follow you. 

Mr. O’RowurkeE. I will show you. You said this is the view that is important. 
You have seven roads. On the bridge picture, you have four and the loop. 

Mr. WirtH. There is a difference there. 

Mr. THompson. One is in the air and one is down below. 

Mr. O’RourkKe. How high are these roads? Are they on the grade? 

Mr. THompson. They are depressed below here. 

Mr. AUBINOEF. Under elevation 90? 

Mr. THompson. Yes. The tunnel roads are down below. 

Mr. O’Rourke. The bridge roads are, too. 

Mr. THompson. They both are. You cannot stand and look down a pair of 
blinders. 
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Mr. O’Rourke. Of course. But we do manage to keep the Lincoln Memorial 
clear, and what we lose by the bridge is the view of Heurich’s old brewery, 
isn’t it? 

Mr. THompson. Heurich’s is going anyway. 

Mr. McKetway. Mr. Thompson, do you think that the Highway Department 
with the proposal for this six-lane bridge is intending to power more traffic 
than the street system that they are contemplating will absorb? 

Mr. TuHompson. I can’t give you an answer to that. I can say that insofar as 
I know there has been no move in the immediate foreground so far as time is 
concerned to get anything done here other than a bridge. It may be many years 
before a bridge or tunnel would be built without any facilities on the eastern 
side to handle the traffic. 

Mr. McKetway. I remember very well the dispute over the number of lanes 
to be provided on Fourteenth Street. 

Mr. THOMPSON. Yes. 

Mr. McKetway. This seems just an echo of that. 

Mr. THomMpson, Yes. 

Mr. McKetway. As a matter of fact, where would we have been if we had 
followed the Park Service proposal on the bridge to be built at Fourteenth Street 
where the estimates of traffic have been far below the actual traffic being handled, 
and where the same statement was made repeatedly that Fourteenth Street and 
those streets could not possibly handle a volume of traffic which is far less than 
what is actually being handled today? 

Mr. THompson. I don’t travel that, but those who do say they pay a terrific 
penalty now for the concentration of the traffic. 

Mr. McKetway. Where would they be without what they have? 

Mr. THompson. Mr. Bartholomew has the answer—let us have more bridges. 

I think Mr. Singstad ought to take over at this time because I have run longer 
than I intended to talk here. 


STATEMENT OF OLE SINGSTAD, TUNNEL ENGINEER, SENIOR PARTNER, 
SINGSTAD & BAILLIE, CONSULTANT ENGINEERS 


Mr. Srnestap, I have the substance of my information typed here. I shall 
be very glad to furnish a copy to your reporter. I shall refer to it as I go along 
myself, but in order to save your time I don’t think I should read it. It is 14 
pages long. I know if I were in your place, I wouldn’t care to have anybody read 
14 pages at this hour. 

I think you all know how I happened to come down here. This was a little 
over 2 years ago. I was asked by the National Capital Parks people to interest 
myself in this, and that request was also sponsored by the District of Columbia 
Chapter of the National Society of Professional Engineers. I am a member of the 
National Society of Professional Engineers myself, and they said, “We think 
your help in Washington is needed,” so I said, I am always interested in tunnels, 
I have been doing practically nothing but tunnels under rivers since 1909. I 
have been planning and building and operating tunnels for automobiles since 
1919. I like that kind of work. I have had a very enjoyable life so far as my 
professional work is concerned. 

I noticed that you gentlemen here, or several of you, would like to know the 
answer to the question, why 6 lanes on the bridge and 4 lanes in the tunnel. When 
I was asked to take an interest in this, and the problem was explained to me 
about the terrain on the Virginia side, I didn’t know the city of Washington inti- 
mately, and I did not know the Potomac River intimately. I told the gentlemen 
who came to see me, I see you have a difficult problem here, because you have 
Constitution Avenue, which is the main artery on the District side, and you have 
the Arlington Boulevard which is a main artery on the Virginia side, and you 
have these north and south traffic arteries very close to the river. So I said I 
will study it and if I come to the conclusion after a reasonable time that a tunnel 
does not fit into the picture here, I shall tell you very frankly, and I hope you 
won’t be disappointed. 

I said on the other hand, if I come to the conclusion that I think a tunnel will 
fit into the picture, I shall also tell you that. 

So I went to work. The Parks people gave me such information, perhaps, 
and records as they had. I put some of my engineers to work. I might say I 
am the senior partner of Singstad & Baillie. We are consulting engineers, and 
we specialize in the construction and operation of tunnels. I should have said 
that when I started. 
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I put some of my assistants to work with me and after about 2 months I 
came to the conclusion that I had the solution that a tunnel would fit in here. I 
took the plan down to Washington and showed it to the people in the National 
Capital Parks, and they liked it, too. 

Before I go any further, I shall try to answer your question why 4 lanes in 
a tunnel here when they have 6 lanes on the bridge. 

In these 38 years that I have been planning these vehicular tunnels in large 
cities—most of my work has been in New York City where we have four major 
tunnels, but I have also planned tunnels elsewhere, one in Antwerp, Belgium, 
and others—my experience with the planning and building and operation of 
these tunnels has convinced me, as Mr. Bartholomew has very, very well presented 
here, before you this afternoon, it is not always the capacity of the roadway on 
the bridge or the tunnel that determines the volume of traffic you can handle. 
It is very often the capacity of the street system of the system to absorb this 
traflic that will be the determining factor. When I saw that this crossing that 
you have in mind here was only a thousand feet away from the 6-lane Memorial 
Bridge, I didn’t have to get much in the way of traffic count or anything to 
convince me that it would be unwise and very poor engineering to put another 
6 lanes of traffic into that street system, because it could not in my opinion 
take it. 

I think Mr. Bartholomew mentioned a moment ago that Mr. Wilbur Smith had 
come to the conclusion that you should not pour more than 40,000 vehicles into 
this area. 

Mr. THompson. I was quoting from memory. The Wilbur Smith report said 
40,000 a day. 

Mr. BARTHOLOMEW. He gave the capacity of the tunnel as 40. 

Mr. Srinestab. He is a little low on the capacity of the tunnel. In New York 
we have four major tunnels. The oldest one is the Holland Tunnel. The next 
to the oldest is the Lincoln Tunnel. In 1955, the average traffic for the entire 
year, not on a special occasion or special week or month, in the Lincoln Tunnel 
was 14,617 vehicles per day per lane, and it has four lanes. So if you multiply 
that by four, that makes 58,461 vehicles per day average for every day of the 
year. 

Shairman Appison. Does that include trucks? 

Mr. Srnestap. Yes; that includes trucks. The percentage of trucks in the 
Lincoln Tunnel is lower than the Holland Tunnel. The Holland Tunnel in the 
same year, 1955, handled an average of 13,861 per lane, 365 days of the year. 
That is a little less. That is about 56,000, let us say, a day. So the capacity of 
a 4-lane tunnel is greater than 40,000 vehicles a day. 

In a tunnel that is as short as this tunnel under the Potomac, the capacity is 
greater than in a long tunnel, for some reason or other. I can explain the reason. 
It is pretty simple. You have these 4 lanes, and if you have any delay in 1 
Jane for any reason whatsoever, it takes time to get moving again once it is 
stalled. When you have heavy traffic, when it becomes stalled, it takes time 
for it to get under regular momentum again. The longer the tunnel, the more 
chance there is for something happening that will interfere with the free flow. 

Also, in addition to my being convinced from my experience elsewhere and my 
observation here that the street system in Washington—I was not so much 
worried about the Virginia side, because you have expressways there and can 
handle more traffic—this is a city where the traffic is destined for the down- 
town area or it comes from here on its way back home. In addition to the fact 
that you could not use to advantage 6 lanes, it would cost considerable additional 
money to build a 6-lane tunnel, and why spend that money on something that 
could not be utilized. 

That was my approach to the number of lanes question. That is why you 
have a 4-lane tunnel. In my opinion that is all you should do. You should not 
spend the additional money on a 6-lane tunnel. I think a 4-lane tunnel is the 
proper answer here. It is close enough and a little bit too close to the Memorial 
Bridge, because that system that Mr. Bartholomew was advocating here is abso- 
lutely sound. When you build these river crossings you must plan them so that 
you disperse traffic, rather than concentrate it in one point. 

Chairman Appison. Is the depth of the top of your tunnel far enough under 
so as not to affect the flow of the water or navigation? 

Mr. Srinestap. It is. We have based our estimates on a channel depth of 
24 feet. 

Chairman Appison. That makes your grade 5 percent, as we understood it, 
as a maximum. 
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Mr. Srnestap. A maximum of 5 percent. 

Chairman Appison. I don’t want to delay your talk, but I want the record to 
show that. 

Mr. Srnestap. I wish you would ask me questions. I may be rambling here, 
and talking about things that do not particularly interest you gentiemen. I 
really want to answer questions that do interest you. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I have a silly question. If 4 lanes are all that the city streets 
of Washington will absorb, then why not a 4-lane bridge? What are the ad- 
vantages of a 4-lane tunnel over a 4-lane bridge, other than esthetics? Is it 
an esthetic consideration? 

Mr. Srnestap. What are the advantages of a 4-lane tunnel over a 4-lane 
bridge? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes. 

Mr. Srnestap. As I understand the problem here, and as it appears to me you 
have a very sensitive area here, and a tunnel has the advantage—I have lots 
of fun discussing these things with my fellow engineers who are bridge ex- 
perts—I said I admit that the bridge has one advantage over the tunnel, and 
that is you can go out and photograph a bridge. You can’t go out and photo- 
graph a tunnel. I don’t know whether they liked that or not. But that I think 
is the principal reason. The fact that you can photograph a bridge is the very 
thing you don’t want to have. 

Chairman Appison. I would like the record to show that I make this com- 
ment. If there are going to be 40,000 automobiles crossing from one side to the 
other, the advantage may be that those 40,000 automobile riders would like to 
see the river up and down rather than not see anything, because they are under 
the water. What is your answer to that theory? 

Mr. Srnestap. They will see the beauties of the river and the monument 
when they are on the approaches. That is my answer to that. They are cross- 
ing and they will be busy watching their driving, the driver at least. 

Mr. O’Rovurke. If you are right, we made a great mistake in making the 
railing of the Memorial Bridge different. We recently pulled that down so that 
people can see the river. Itis at Key Bridge. 

Mr. SrnestTaD. Yes. 

Mr. O’RourkKe. So we made a mistake by giving them this handsome view that 
we are trying to preserve. 

Mr. Singstad, could you give us a couple of figures as to the comparative up- 
keep between the bridges and the tunnel? 

Mr. Srnestap. I am not a bridge expert. I can’t give you the figures on a 
bridge. I can give you the figures on the tunnel. I have estimated and reported 
to the park people that this tunnel will cost $125,000 a year to operate and 
maintain. That is my estimate. I have operated tunnels. I operated the 
Holland Tunnel for the first 2144 years. The commissioners told me I had to. 
They said your job is not finished until you have demonstrated to our satisfaction 
and to the satisfaction of the public that this tunnel can be operated. So I 
said, “‘All right, if that is the way you feel about it, I will operate it.” I did 
for two years and a half. 

I also organized the operating staff of the Queens Midtown Tunnel. Some 
of you may have used that when you go from New York City to the airports 
on Long Island. I designed and built that, and also organized the operating 
staff and operated it initially. I turned it over to the commissioners and said, 
“Here is your tunnel in operating condition. I would like to be relieved.” 

Mr. McKetway. Do you have an estimate of the cost of the tunnel without the 
approach roads? 

Mr. Stnestap. Yes, I have. I have an estimate of the cost of the tunnel bring- 
ing the roadway up to the surface of the ground on both sides. 

Mr. McKetway. What is that figure? 

Mr. Srnestap. The cost figure is $22,527,000. Mr. Thompson’s organization 
have estimated the changes in the surface roads after we get to the surface, 
and his estimate of that, I think he has stated, is two million something. 

Mr. McKetway. The highway department estimates that the cost of this bridge 
without the approach roads is $7 million. Would you think from your experience 
that the tunnel itself might be three times as much as a bridge, not including 
the approaches? 

Mr. StnastaD. It is a long time since I designed any bridges. I wouldn’t care 
to comment without a little checking up on that. I do know something about 
tunnels, and I know the cost of tunnels. I really should not attempt to express 
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to a group like you gentlemen any opinion as to the relative cost at this particular 
location because I might mislead you. 

Mr. Bartz. Were you involved in that Fort Lauderdale thing? 

Mr. Srnestap. Yes. I have a job at Fort Lauderdale. The chairman of the 
roads commission called me up and said, “My name is Melvin Jones. I am 
chairman of the Florida State Roads Commission. We are planning to build a 
tunnel at Fort Lauderdale. Would you be interested in the engineering?’ I 
said, “Yes, I think so.” He said, “How much would you charge?” I said, “Mr. 
Chairman, I have to go down and take a look at it before I give you a figure.” 
He said, “No; I want to know.” So I got the job. He insisted. He was very 
nice to offer it to me. I told him after that. I have been down there and looked 
it over. 

Mr. Batrz. That is the second one. What about the first one? 

Mr. SINnestapb. No. 

Mr. Barz. They finally decided on the bridge. 

Mr. Srnastap. I had nothing to do with the studies there. They are building 
a bridge there. 

Mr. Barz. I wonder why? 

Mr. Srnestrap. I can’t answer that. I have never been to Fort Lauderdale. 
I have not been promoting any tunnels there. I told you how I got this job under 
New River. That is U. S. Route No. 1. 

Chairman Apptison. Would you care to say whether your proposed cost takes 
care of the floodgate, control of water, and the problem of high tide we may have 
there? 

Mr. Srnestap. No. There are no floodgates here. 

Chairman AppIson. No floodgates here? 

Mr. Srtnestap. No, sir. I will tell you why. Floodgates are a terrible nuisance 
on a traffic artery. You have to shut down the tunnel. After all, you build a 
tunnel so that it can be usable. Here is what we have done. I obtained from 
Mr. Thompson’s office, and also from the United States district engineers, who 
have charge of this district, the records of the highest flood that you have ever 
had in the city of Washington at Constitution Avenue. The Potomac is a flashy 
river. They have observed water as high as 21 feet above sea level, Over a 
period of years records have been kept here. I base my plan and estimates of 
cost on having the approaches at 22 feet above. That is 1 foot higher than the 
very highest recorded water level here. 

To give you an idea of what that means here, this terrain at the Lincoln 
Memorial is elevation plus 31. That is 31 feet above. So that these entrances 
and exits here to be entirely immune against flooding will be 9 feet lower than 
the terrain surrounding the Lincoln Memorial. The island over here, Columbia 
Island, is already high enough to be immune. That is how we take care of the 
flood situation. 

Mr. O’RovurkeE. Is your southerly exit and entrance to the tunnel 21 feet above? 

Mr. Stnestap. Twenty-two feet above sea level. 

Mr. O’RourKeE. Without building up the terrain there? 

Mr. Stnestap. The terrain has to be raised a little. 

Mr. O’RourkKeE. You will have to build that up? 

Mr. Srnestap. That is right. 

Mr. O’RourKE. How about the lower side? Do you build that up, too? 

Mr. SInestap. You mean in Virginia? 

Mr. O’RourkKe. Yes. 

Mr. Srnestap. No; that is high enough. 

Mr. O’RourkKe. That is already 22 feet? 

Mr. Srnestap. That is right. That is flood proof now. We do make a change 
here. This is the Arlington Boulevard bridge crossing the channel. We have to 
change the grade of that bridge. It is a little bit too high to suit the tunnel. 
We tip this end down. We keep the west abutment where it is, but we have to 
tip the other one so as to get a smooth grade from the tunnel to the bridge. 

Chairman Appison. It occurs to me, if there is a 4-lane tunnel or a 6-lane 
bridge, financing as we would presume, is there to be any power of control of 
trucks of the use of the tunnel or 6-lane bridge? 

Mr. WirtH. We assume with the tunnel there would be trucks. My proposi- 
tion is as far as the construction of this is concerned that with a bridge here— 
and the President’s statement when he approved the first bill, he signed it with 
the stipulation in it that he was signing with the understanding that there 
would be no trucks on this particular bridge. 
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Chairman Appison. As we now understand it, whether or not a bridge or 
tunnel is built, in either event, the trucks would be able to use it. 

Mr. WirtH. My feeling is that the President was having the trucks going 
back and forth. If it was underneath he would have no objection. The High- 
way Department of the District of Columbia have already stated they are not 
going to bring trucks beyond this point. They have to turn here and from here 
on it would be passenger. So the trucks as far as the complete agreement 
between ourselves and the District Highway Department is concerned is that 
the trucks will not go any farther, and not come down in this area. 

Chairman AppiIson. The purpose of my question was whether it meant Federal 
funds would be for a different allocation. 

Mr. Wirtnu. I would go further than that. What I would really like to see 
is the District take the money and build the Roach’s Run Bridge, and the Federal 
Government build this, because this is all on Federal property. If you build 
the tunnel, they would pay 90 percent of it anyway, because it would qualify. 

Chairman Appison. It would have to be trucks if it did. 

Mr. WirtH. Yes. It would qualify because you could use trucks. The Federal 
Government would be paying 90 percent anyway. I understand Roach’s Run 
could be put on interstate, and they could put their money on that, and what you 
really would get for the city of Washington then is 10 lanes instead of 6. You 
would get 6 down here and 4 up here. 

I am not saying which bridge to build first, because that is out of my line. 
My feeling is that this ought to be a tunnel. The Government ought to build 
it, and the District put their money on another approach. I think that would 
be a fair solution. 

I would like to say one other thing that was called to my attention the other 
day by Mr. Thompson to get some idea of what this tunnel is. It is almost 
the exact length of the street car tunnel under DuPont Circle. The grades on 
the automobile tunnel under DuPont Circle going down are 7 percent, and this 
would be 5 percent. That gives you some idea of the length and where it would 
be. Our theory is that you didn’t build an overpass over DuPont Circle because 
you had a composition there you would like to keep, and you would like to get 
the traffic out of the way. I feel the same way about the Potomac River. If 
you can get it out of sight and do the same thing, you have accomplished the 
purpose of getting the traffic moving, and you have accomplished something in 
the line of scenery. I didn’t visualize that myself until Mr. Thompson pointed 
that out to me the other day. This will be something like the DuPont Circle. 

Mr. Stnestap. They are 7 percent grades, 2 percent steeper than what I propose 
here. I was present on May 1 of this last year at the congressional hearing, and 
I listend carefully to the bridge advocates’ objections. They were asked, “What 
are your objections to a tunnel?” They said, “High cost.” My estimate, and I 
think I know something about estimating costs, I have given you. Objectionable 
grades and danger of flooding. I have explained to you how the danger of 
flooding is taken care of. Now I would like to say something about the grades 
and curves. There are only a relatively few tunnels for automobile traffic under 
rivers. There are a total of about 15 in the world, and most of them are in this 
country. The Washburn Tunnel in Texas—that is a tunnel near Houston at a 
small town called Alameda—it is a longer tunnel than this would be, quite a 
bit longer, because the Houston Ship Channel is a deeper waterway. This is a 
shallow waterway. Therefore that needs longer approaches. That is 6 percent 
grade for a total distance of 3,386 feet. That is a greater distance than this 
tunnel. This tunnel will be 2,900 feet from border to border. 

The Bankhead Tunnel, a single tube, in Mobile, Ala., has 5.94 percent. That is 
almost 6 percent grade on one side and 6 percent grade on the other side for a 
distance of 1,559 feet. 

The Baytown Tunnel, also in Texas, a single tube, under the Houston Ship 
Channel, has 5.82 percent grades. 

The Blizabeth River Tunnel between Portsmouth and Berkley, Va., which was 
opened to traffic 2 or 3 years ago, let us say, has 5 percent grades for a distance 
of 2,290 feet and 4.8 percent grades for an additional distance of 1,180 feet. 

The Detroit-Windsor, Ontario, has 5 percent and 5.2 percent grades for a 
distance of 1,498 feet. 

The tube between Oakland and Alameda, Calif., has 4.59 percent grades for a 
distance of 2,015 feet. 

Then I come to the Sumner Tunnel in Boston, which is a very notable tunnel 
for a reason which I shall explain to you in a moment. The Sumner Tunnel in 
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Boston which is a little over a mile long, has grades of 4.2 percent for 2,200 
feet and 3.4 percent for 2,100 feet. That tunnel is under the Harbor in Boston. 
That tunnel has distinguished itself by having the record of the greatest volume 
of traffic per year per lane of any tunnel or bridge that I know of. It carries 
more vehicles per lane per year than any other tunnel or bridge that I know of. 

Mr. JELLEFF. That is a two lane tunnel? 

Mr. Srnestap. Yes. It averaged every day, 365 days, during 1955, 16,567 
vehicles per lane. The highest of any other bridge that I have record of here, I 
have the George Washington, which is a heavily traveled bridge, that averaged 
12,252 vehicles over a year. The Triboro Bridge carried 14,978 against the 
16,567 in the Sumner Tunnel. 

Don’t let anybody tell you that a bridge lane has greater traffic capacity than 
a tunnel lane has, because that is not true. 

Mr. JELLEFF. Does it have as much? 

Mr. Srnestap. No; it doesn’t have as much, although I wouldn’t advocate 
packing as much traffic through a tunnel per lane as they do on the Sumner in 
Boston. They are a little bit slow in getting the second tube filled in my opinion. 
I don’t advocate pushing 16,500 vehicles per day per lane through any tunnel. 
I hope you won't do it here when you build this one. I believe you are going 
to build this tunnel. 

Mr. O’RourkKeE. One last question from me. Could you tell me the amount of 
fill on the eastern side of the bridge that is necessary? 

Mr. Stnestap. I don’t think I have the contours shown here. 

Mr. WirrH. It is 7 feet over the existing grade. You are about 14 or 15 feet 
in there now. 

Mr. GraAHAM. What is the figure that you use for the capacity of this tunnel? 
Somebody said the capacity of this tunnel was 40,000; you say 56,000. 

Mr. Srinestap. I would say in these big New York tunnels we have traffic of 
more than 60,000 cars a day in a 4lane tunnel. I would say that you could 
comfortably figure on 55,000 per day in a 4-lane tunnel. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Why wouldn’t a 6-lane bridge be much more than 70,000 per day 
capacity? 

Mr. SInGstapD. I don’t believe a 6-lane artery has 50 percent more capacity than 
the 4-lane artery. I think there is a sense of caution when you are crossing. I 
believe it gives you a little jittery feeling, and you have to be a little more care- 
ful. I believe so. I don’t want to take any more of your time unless you have 
some questions to ask. 

Mr. AUBINOE. What about the consideration of bombing a tunnel against a 
bridge? 

Mr. Srnestap. That is one question that one of the bridge advocates mentioned 
at the hearing before a congressional committee that I listened in on. You 
can’t see the tunnel as a target when you are in the air. Sabotage is the expres- 
sion that was used by the gentleman. He said a tunnel is more susceptible to 
sabotage. My answer to that is this. In 1930 I was asked to come over to 
Belgium to design a tunnel, and when the tunnel was opened King Albert gave 
me this decoration for the job. He liked the tunnel. During the war when the 
German Army came dashing through Belgium and driving Allied forces before 
them, the retreating allies tried to blow up the tunnel to impede the speed of the 
advancing enemy. They could not. They did not. The tunnel refused to be 
blown up. So after the wheels of fortune had turned so that the Germans 
were being driven back by our forces, the Germans tried to blow it up. I am 
convinced in my own mind that the Germans didn’t have any sentimental reasons 
for not putting enough explosives, whereas the Belgians might have had some- 
thing of that sort. They set off charges in there, but the tunnel still refused 
to be blown up. 

The reason is this. The tunnel is gripped by the mud surrounding, and there 
is much more resistance offered by that ground than the resistance to shoot the 
charge out of a barrel or a cannon, 


STATEMENT OF Davin E. FINLEY, CHAIRMAN, COMMISSION OF FINE ARTS 


Mr. Fintey. I am here as Chairman of the Commission of Fine Arts. I do 
want to thank you for letting us come here and discuss this problem with you. 
I realize the general situation in Washington, what is best for the city of Wash- 
ington as the Capital of our country, and not just another city in which we 
happen to live and make our living, but the Capital that belongs to all the people 
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in the country. That is the consideration the Commission of Fine Arts has had, 
and that is the responsibility imposed on us, by the law which created the Com- 
mission. 

The primary duty of the Commission of Fine Arts is to see that the general 
ideas of the plan are carried out with all later amendments that time and cir- 
cemstances have made necessary, and to see that nothing is done which in any 
important way would hurt the appearance of the city of Washington. 

We approach the question of a bridge or tunnel from that point of view alone. 
We were not consulted about the placing of the bridge. The only bridge that 
is authorized by law as you know is the one that comes from south of Roosevelt 
Island and not this bridge pictured here, which we felt would compete with the 
Memorial Bridge. 

The Memorial Bridge is a very beautiful one. It has the symbolism of uniting 
the North and the South. We felt that a steel bridge such as this would be for 
commercial purposes competing with Memorial Bridge and detract greatly from 
the setting of Memorial Bridge, and other monuments in this area. 

I would like to make clear the Commission of Fine Arts is not opposed to 
bridges. We are for bridges. A beautiful bridge is a handsome thing. Me- 
morial Bridge is an essential element in this whole landscaped area as a setting 
for the monuments, connecting the Lincoln Memorial with Arlington and Theo- 
dore Roosevelt Island. We felt to put a steel bridge in this area would com- 
pletely destroy the beauty of the balance we have here between the water, land, 
and monuments as seen from the Lincoln Memorial, or as seen from the me- 
morials here. 

We did not feel that was at all a wise thing. Once you get that bridge there, 
everybody, I am afraid, will not like it. I want to make it very plain that the 
Commission of Fine Arts is opposed to it from the beginning. I don’t want to 
take any part of the responsibility for a bridge. I am convinced that probably 
there will be another crossing in this area. There will be many other crossings 
built in time along the river. Roach’s Run, I hope, gets a bridge and perhaps 
many more than that. I think probably you will get some crossing here. There- 
fore the Commission decided if there must be a crossing, we would like to see 
a tunnel. 

I may say that the Commission has not been obstructive in this matter but 
really very helpful as far as the bridge is concerned. When we saw that the 
bridge was authorized to go here, we went to the Theodore Roosevelt Island 
trustees and asked if they would withdraw their objection to having the bridge 
cross the southern end of the island, because we felt if we must have a bridge 
here, two bridges, a short bridge here and one here, would not be so detrimental 
to the whole scene as would a steel bridge crossing in this area. So the Roosevelt 
Island trustees agreed somewhat reluctantly because they want to cooperate. 

We have consulted with the people in charge of designing the bridge. The 
Commission of Fine Arts has given suggestions as to how we think this bridge, 
if it is to be built, will be made as little objectionable as possible. In other words, 
as beautiful as possible for that kind of bridge. We would rather not see any 
bridge in that area, and feel that you can get the traffic across which will 
come here from Virginia by having a tunnel under the river at approximately 
the same position as that bridge. 

There are many tunnels in this country. I cannot see any possible objection 
to a tunnel if it can be built, and especially if it can be built with Federal funds. 
I understand as it begins and ends on Federal land it could be paid for with 
Federal money. Then you have the other funds with which to build another 
bridge. 

It seems to me not only good judgment, but good business also to have this 
tunnel built with Federal funds, and provide a crossing that would not injure 
that whole area. That is really about all I have to say on behalf of the Com- 
mission of Fine Arts. I would be glad to answer any questions. 

Chairman Appison. I would like to ask whether at the time of the authoriza- 
tion of the bridge and the continued development, did the Fine Arts Commission 
express the opinions you are now expressing, that you would approve a bridge 
moved where it is now, and did the Congress pass the appropriation and the 
authority for a bridge. after having heard the arguments for a tunnel? 

Mr. Fintey. No. The only bridge authorized by law is south of Roosevelt 
Island, and not one across it. We were not consulted. 

Chairman Apprson. Were there arguments made for the tunnel at that time. 

Mr. FIntey. No, because we were not consulted at that time. Then we real- 
ized in signing the bill the President stated that he did not wish to see heavy 
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truck traffic go across that bridge. It would be necessary for trucks to go over 
the bridge if you used Federal funds. So we felt that it was incumbent on us 
to call the attention of the Government and the public to that fact. This opened 
up the question more or less. We did go ahead as I told you and secure permis- 
sion from the Roosevelt Island trustees to cross the island. If you are going 
to have a bridge, I think that is the best solution. 

At that point we advocated the tunnel as we feel that the tunnel would have 
very few objections. You will still have with the tunnel all these connections 
on both sides of the river which are no advantage at all. They will make a 
rather confused traffic situation. 

Chairman Appison. Summing it up, Mr. Finley, however, if we could all get 
together for a bridge, which the present highway fund provides for, have you 
or any of your representatives the feeling that we would have any great obstacle 
in getting the Government, as a Federal Government, to appropriate the $30 to 
$40 million necessary for a tunnel without calling on the District for that money? 

Mr. Frintey. I am not a prophet. I don’t know what they would do. I 
think we would have a right to ask them to do it. It begins and ends on 
Federal property. 

Chairman Appison. I think that means that we would get no bridge or tunnel. 
That is my own thought. 

Mr. FIn.tey. I hope we would get money for the tunnel. I don’t see why the 
District should provide it. 

Mr. O’Rovurke. I would like to ask a question of either Mr. Finley or Mr. 
Bartholomew. You mention the preferability of a bridge perhaps more north- 
ward than the original bridge which was right across the tip of Roosevelt 
Island. You mentioned, I believe, Mr. Bartholomew, the possibility that a bridge 
across the north tip of Roosevelt Island would be practical. Has such a plan 
ever been put down on paper? 

Mr. BARTHOLOMEW. No. 

Mr. O’RourKeE. Nobody made any plans? 

Mr. BARTHOLOMEW. We have no bridge designers in our office. I raised that 
question at the time. I would like to have the record corrected. I spoke about 
General Spencer. I should have’ said General Prentiss. At that time 1 asked 
that be done. The Commission passed a resolution instructing its staff and 
asking the District Commissioners to join in making up a design. But nothing 
has ever been done. All that was done was this. The highway department made 
a very quick sketch of the E Street location here, beginning here and running all 
the way up around the island, and coming back down, which was perfectly 
absurd. It had no validity. What is really needed, if you are going to go 
into it, is to get your approach off here, probably north of the Arlington Towers, 
and come directly into the north leg of the inner loop. 

Mr. O’RourkKe. That is what you mentioned earlier. 

Mr. BARTHOLOMEW. I admit it is a very difficult engineering undertaking to 
do that. 

Mr. O’Rourke. Is that because of the tightness of the grades? 

Mr. BARTHOLOMEW. No. The river makes a bend, and you have a very long 
approach, and then you have the K Street or the Whitehurst Freeway, and 
you get into complication with structures. I still think that there is a possi- 
bility of a low grade, but it has never been explored. 

I would like to mention one thing more as to the desirability of something 
in that area. One of the big mistakes, I think, that we have made in all of 
our considerations on the Constitution Avenue Bridge is that this enormous 
traffic that gets across the river must come here. If you stop to think about it, 
here is an enormous Northwest Washington growing, and a vast amount of that 
traffic comes over here to the Pentagon, to Alexandria, to the airport. There 
is no reason for bringing that down into the memorial area. A bridge at 
Nebraska Avenue, for example, which is one of our original suggestions, I think 
has probably more validity than anything else. It is connected into the north 
leg of the inner loop. 

Mr. Stnestap. There is one thing I forgot. May I make one very brief state- 
ment which I think I should have mentioned before. This estimate of cost of the 
tunnel which I have prepared, I should have said to you that at the time I made 
it, I had it checked by Mason & Haggard, who are perhaps outstanding con- 
tractors in the building of aqueous tunnels in this country. They are in New York 
and Lexington, Ky. It is a firm more than 100 years old. TI will say also that 
we found a great number of borings that had been taken in this very area. So 
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we had at the time this estimate was made more accurate information on the 
subsurface conditions than an engineer usually has access to when he makes a 
preliminary estimate of cost. The method of construction that I proposed 
here and based the estimate on I have cleared with the United States District 
Engineer. That is the Army engineer in charge of this district. They think 
the method is practicable, and that there would be no objection on their part. 

The estimate is not just grabbed out of the air. I wanted you gentlemen 
to feel at ease about it. 

Mr. GraHAM. What about the time of construction of a tunnel? Does it take 
longer to construct a tunnel than a bridge? 

Mr. Srnasrap. Yes, I would say so. Again I am not a bridge man. I don’t 
know how long it would take to build a bridge here. I would allow all of 2 
years for a tunnel here. Perhaps a little more. 

Mr. McKetway. Gentlemen, we very much appreciate your coming here this 
evening and giving us this interesting series of discussions. We, as you prob- 
ably know, have had the opportunity of hearing a presentation from the high- 
way people in favor of the bridge. We are making records of both of these for 
our Own use, 

It is the plan now after this record is completed to send you gentlemen the 
highway presentation and to send them your presentation, and we hope that 
we might get a brief rebuttal by that form, I don’t believe there is anything 
else unless someone has another question. I want to express our gratitude to 
you for coming here this evening. 

(At 6:05 p. m., the meeting was concluded. ) 


(Illustrations setting forth comparisons of the bridge and tunnel 


follow :) 
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IMATED COSTS 


3 For Proposed 
Siz Lane Faci lity Between 
Memorial and Key Bridges 
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REBUTTAL OF BRIDGE ADVOCATES 


GOVERNMENT OF THE District of COLUMBIA, 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE, 
Washington 4, D. C., January 31, 1957. 
Hon. Grorce A. GARRETT, 
President, Federal City Council, 
1401 New York Avenue NW., Washington, D. C. 

DEAR AMBASSADOR GARRETT: I have your letter of January 22, 1957, requesting 
comment on testimony presented to the committee on the Potomac River crossings 
of the Federal City Council on January 18, 1957, by supporters of a tunnel in the 
vicinity of Constitution Avenue. I shall not attempt to comment in detail on 
discrepancies between this testimony and our presentation, but will leave the 
evaluation of these issues to your committee. There are, however 
points on which some comment is appropriate. 

On page 5, last paragraph, Mr. Wirth refers to the desirability of having the 
Arlington Memorial Bridge exist merely as a memorial structure and not as a 
traffic facility. An adequate bridge across Roosevelt Island will do much to 
relieve the present excessive loading of Memorial Bridge 


, certain major 





In 
addit 
“driv 
bridg 
will : 
6-lan 
in la 

On 
prog 
issue 
Poto 
miss 
Dist 
Brid 
the 
miss 

In 
does 
miss 
has 
com 
is e 
line 
traf 
to ¢€ 
at ! 

O 
qua 
The 
Ave 
com 

I 
str 
isn 
wh 

( 
sec 
of 1 
by 
a] 
ser 

( 
ap} 
mi 
po! 
of 
COs 
ha 

fie 
ne 

‘ 
wi 
me 


tr: 
th 


U1 
D 
fe 
ti 
ra 
he 


al 
P 
rT 





CROSSING OF THE POTOMAC RIVER 215 


In the middle of page 13, the quotation from Wilbur Smith states that 14 
additional bridge lanes will be adequate if they are positioned in accordance with 
“driver's desire lines of travel.”” The most intensive such requirement is for a 
bridge between the Memorial and Key Bridges. In the middle of page 18, you 
will find a statement that the potential demand will exceed the capacity even of a 
6-lane facility in this central area by 1970. These basic requirements are ignored 
in later suggestions that a 4-lane facility would be adequate. 

On page 14, last paragraph, there is a suggestion that we need a comprehensive 
program for the Potomac River crossings. After extended discussion of the 
issue, the Planning Commission did, in 1954, adopt a comprehensive program of 
Potomac River crossings. The statement of the Chairman of the Planning Com- 
mission was printed in Report No. 1995, submitted to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia in support of the construction of a Constitution Avenue 
Bridge, copy enclosed. To the best of my knowledge, this is the only, and still 
the official, comprehensive program of the National Capital Planning Com- 
mission. : 

In the last paragraph on page 17, the “we” of “we believe” is editorial and 
does not represent the views of the Planning Commission. The Planning Com- 
mission has approved a 6-lane tunnel at the Constitution Avenue location, but 
has not approved a 4-lane tunnel, although one was considered. Copy of the 
committee report to the Planning Commission, which was approved by that body, 
is enclosed. Also, the design of traffic facilities according to driver’s desire 
lines of travel provides automatically for the simplest and best dispersion of 
traffic. If all the people who want to cross at Constitution Avenue were forced 
to cross at Nebraska Avenue, and there join all the people who want to cross 
at Nebraska Avenue, you would be concentrating traffic, not dispersing it. 

On page 19, ninth line from the bottom: Inasmuch as 6 lanes would be inade- 
quate in 1970, it is apparent that 4 lanes would be totally inadequate, even now. 
The picture of a 4-lane structure connecting with the 8 lanes on Constitution 
Avenue and 8 lanes on the west leg of the freeway should require no further 
comment. 

In the last paragraph of page 21, the emphasis on the number of secondary 
structures involved in the tunnel approaches, as opposed to the bridge approaches, 
is misleading. The significant factor is the total estimated cost of equal facilities, 
which was covered clearly in Mr. Brinkley’s testimony before your committee. 

On page 21, bottom and page 22: If emphasis is to be given to the number of 
secondary structures, then it would be wise to bring in a comparison of the cost 
of the two equal facilities at this point. Furthermore, the grade problem created 
by use of a tunnel shoud be brought into the discussion at this point. This is 
a particularly significant problem on the Virginia side where a long grade of 
serious proportions would be necessary. 

On pages 25 and 26, the tunnel cost estimated was for a 4-lane tunnel without 
approach structures. <A 4-lane crossing was considered by the Planning Com- 
mission, but rejected as inadequate, as reported in the attached committee re- 
ports. The need for a 6-lane facility having been established, then comparisons 
of cost should be confined to a 6-lane facility whether bridge or tunnel. The 
costs of $24,500,000 for a bridge and $52,000,000 for a tunnel are authentic and 
have been used consistently for this facility since the Highway Department testi- 
fied before the congressional committee on this matter. These costs include all 
necessary approaches to insure proper operation of the facility. 

On page 28, last paragraph, it should be emphasized that the bridge crossing 
will not produce traffic volumes that cannot be served by the planned improve- 
ment of the city street system. 

On page 29, top: The O. and D. analysis indicates that the so-called E Street 
traffic is destined principally to destinations west of 17th Street and is not 
through traffic as inferred here. 

On page 47: The basic facts concerning grades existing in the Dupont Circle 
Underpass as compared to the western exit of a Constitution Avenue tunnel are: 
Dupont Circle has a maximum grade of 6.95 percent for a distance of only 170 
feet, whereas the proposed grade for the western exit of the proposed Constitu- 
tion Avenue tunnel is 5 percent for a distance of 1,500 feet. It is this sustained 

ate of grade which reduces the capacity of each lane due to reduced speed of 
heavy vehicles. 

On page 49, the discussion of the high average daily use of a vehicle lane is 
an indication of the type of traffic load and not of the efficiency of the facility. 
Peak hour capacity of a loaded facility will give an indication of its efficiency. 
The figures quoted with reference to the Sumner Tunnel at Boston Harbor merely 
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indicate a high degree of use of the tunnel at all hours of the day and night 
in comparison with other tunnels and bridges. 

Middle of page 57: With reference to the question of a crossing at the north tip 
of Roosevelt Island, this matter was studied by the Planning Commission in 
considerable detail and reported in the local press. Plans and rough estimates 
were made for a crossing north of Arlington Towers. Attached is a breakdown of 
the cost estimate which appeared in appendix A of the minutes of the special 
—e of the National Capital Planning Commission held on June 15 and 16, 

55. 

: - there is any other information which we can supply, we shall be happy 
0 do so. 
With cordial good wishes, I am, 
Sincerely, 
T. A. LANE, 
Brigadier General, U. 8. Army, 
Engineer Commissioner. 
APPENDIX A 


Cost Estimate, Theodore Roosevelt Bridge, Across North End of Roosevelt Island 


Virginia approaches: 
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APRIL 7, 1955. 
Memorandum to: National Capital Planning Commission. 
Subject: Report on Tunnel at Constitution Avenue. 


1. This report responds to a directive to this special committee to report upon 
the tunnel plan presented orally to the Planning Commission by Mr. Ole Singstad 
for the Society of Professional Engineers. 

2. The staff committee has worked out a suitable plan of approaches for the 
tunnel on the Constitution Avenue location. This plan will enable the tunnel to 
function equally well with the authorized bridge at the same general site. The 
plan is based upon a 6-lane tunnel which will have approximately 90 percent of 
the capacity of the 6-lane bridge. 

3. The staff committee, which includes representatives of the District of 
Columbia Highway Department, has prepared an estimated cost of the tunnel 
and its approaches at approximately $52 million. The approaches to be included 
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_ 


in the estimate will cover the same areas and service as those included in the 
approved bridge plan and estimate. The difference between the bridge and tunnel 
approach plans are primarily in details in the immediate approaches and are 
due to the physical differences between a tunnel and a bridge. 

4. An estimate of cost of the 6-lane bridge and the approaches as included is 
$24,500,000. 

5. The objections which have been urged to the bridge are based upon esthetic 
grounds. Your committee believes that from a general planning and service 
standpoint, either the bridge or the tunnel will be suitable. 

6. The committee has not attempted to pass upon the question as to whether 
the esthetic advantages of a tunnel over the bridge are worth the large increase 
in cost involved. 

ConraD L. WirtH, Chairman. 
Haroitp J. SPELMAN. 

LEON ZACH. 

Col. T. A. LANE. 


[S. Rept. 1995, 83d Cong., 2d sess.] 


AUTHORIZING AND DIRECTING THE COMMISSIONERS OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
TO CONSTRUCT A BRIDGE OVER THE POTOMAC RIVER IN THE VICINITY OF JONES 
POINT, VA. 


The Committee on the District of Columbia, to whom was referred the bill 
(H. R. 1980) to authorize and direct the Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia to construct a bridge over the Potomac River in the vicinity of Jones 
Point, Va., and for other purposes, after full consideration, report favorably 
thereon with amendments and recommend that the bill as amended do pass. 

The amendments are as follows: 

Strike all after the enacting clause and in lieu thereof insert the following: 


“TITLE I—BRIDGE IN VICINITY OF CONSTITUTION AVENUE 


“That (a) the Commissioners of the District of Columbia are authorized and 
directed to construct, maintain, and operate a low-level bridge over the Potomac 
River, from the vicinity of Constitution Avenue in the District of Columbia to 
the Virginia side of the Potomac River, such bridge to be constructed north of 
the Memorial Bridge and south of the southern portion of Theodore Roosevelt 
Island sometimes referred to as “Small Island,” together with bridge approaches 
and roads connecting such bridge and approaches with streets and park roads in 
the District of Columbia and with streets and park roads on the Virginia side 
of the Potomac River: Provided, 'That in planning such bridge approaches and 
connecting roads, the Commissioners shall consult with the National Capital 
Planning Commission. 

“(b) The Commissioners of the District of Columbia are authorized to 
construct and maintain a structure to provide pedestrian access from the low- 
level bridge referred to in subsection (a) of this section to the aforesaid “Small 
Island”: Provided, That before entering into any contract for such structure 
providing pedestrian access, the plans therefor shall be approved by the Theodore 
Roosevelt Association. 

‘‘(c) The Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized to construct, maintain, 
and operate a structure connecting the main body of Theodore Roosevelt Island 
and the aforesaid portion thereof referred to as ‘“‘Small Island” to provide pedes- 
trian access between such islands: Provided, That the plans for such structure 
connecting such islands shall be subject to the approval of the Theodore Roosevelt 
Association. 

“(d) The plans for any bridge or other structure authorized by this title shall 
be submitted to the Commission of Fine Arts for advice with respect to the archi- 
tectural features of any such bridge or structure, and no contract for the con- 
struction thereof may be entered into until this subsection shall have been com- 
plied with: Provided, That upon failure of the Commission of Fine Arts to report 
its advice within ninety days of submission of plans to it, the requirements of this 
subsection shall be deemed to have been met. 

“(e) Appropriations for construction of the bridge and other structures au- 
thorized by this title, payable from the highway fund of the District of Columbia, 
in amounts not exceeding $24,500,000 are hereby authorized. 

“Sec. 102. The Federal agencies having control and jurisdiction over the lands 
at and adjacent to the ends of the bridge shall transfer to the Commissioners of 
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the District of Columbia, upon their request, the areas to be occupied by said 
bridge, approaches, and connecting roads, all as shown more particularly on plans 
of such bridge, approaches, and connecting roads, to be prepared and approved by 
the Commissioners of the District of Columbia and the Bureau of Public Roads, 
Department of Commerce. 

“Sec. 103. The Commissioners of the District of Columbia are authorized to 
enter into an agreement or agreements with the State Highway Commission of 
Virginia, acting for and on behalf of the Commonwealth of Virginia, for the pur- 
pose of providing for cooperation by the State Highway Commission of Virginia, 
to such extent as the Commissioners of the District of Columbia shall deem 
necessary, in the construction of said bridge, approaches, and connecting roads, 
acquisition of land for rights-of-way, contributions toward costs, temporary or 
permanent closing of existing roads, and any other matters relating to the con- 
struction of said bridge which the Commissioners of the District of Columbia 
may consider appropriate. 

“Sec. 104. The Commissioners of the District of Columbia are authorized to 
make such use of federally owned and controlled lands at and adjacent to the 
bridge as may be necessary for making borings, performing other preliminary 
work, routing and rerouting traffic, constructing said bridge, approaches, and 
connecting roads, and storing of materials incident to such preliminary work and 
to actual construction. 

“Sec. 105. The Commissioners of the District of Columbia are authorized and 
directed to route and reroute and to cause the routing and rerouting of traffic on, 
and to close or cause to be closed, park roads, streets, and highways under the 
jurisdiction of the United States, and to negotiate for the closing of roads by 
agreement with Virginia authorities, when necessary in connection with the prep- 
aration of plans for, and during the actual construction of, said bridge, ap- 
proaches, and connecting roads. The Commissioners of the District of Columbia 
are further authorized to prepare plans for such changes in park roads as they 
deem necessary to provide maximum efficiency in handling traffic to and from 
said bridge, and when such plans are approved by the Bureau of Public Roads, to 
construct roads in conformity with such approved plans. 

“Sec. 106. (a) The National Park Service is authorized and directed to remove 
or transplant to other locations any and all planting materials within the area 
to be used for the bridge, approaches, and connecting roads or for construction 
purposes, when requested by the Commissioners of the District of Columbia. 
The Commissioners of the District of Columbia are authorized and directed to 
regrade the areas involved in the construction of the bridge, approaches, and 
connecting roads so as to conform with the plans to be approved by them and 
the Bureau of Public Roads. 

“(b) Upon completion of said bridge, approaches, and connecting roads and the 
regrading of the areas, or prior thereto, when authorized by the Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia and when such operation or operations will not inter- 
fere with the construction of said bridge, approaches, and connecting roads, the 
National Park Service is directed to landscape such areas in accordance with the 
plans of the National Park Service as may be approved by the Commissioners 
of the District of Columbia and the Bureau of Public Roads, the cost of said 
landscaping to be paid out of funds made available for the purposes of this title. 

“Sec. 107. The cost of construction, reconstruction, and repair of all roads 
which are changed or made necessary as an incident to the construction of said 
bridge, approaches, and connecting roads, when approved by the Commissioners 
of the District of Columbia and the Bureau of Public Roads, shall be paid out of 
funds made available for construction of said bridge, approaches, and connecting 
roads. 

“Sec. 108. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this title is hereby expressly 
reserved. 


“TITLE II—BRIDGE IN VICINITY OF JONES POINT 


“Sec. 201. (a) The Secretary of the Interior (referred to hereinafter as the 
‘Secretary’) is authorized and directed to construct, maintain, and operate a 
six-lane bridge over the Potomac River, for a point at or near Jones Point, 
Virginia, across a certain portion of the District of Columbia, to a point in Mary- 
land, together with bridge approaches on property owned by the United States 
in the State of Virginia. 

“(b) The bridge shall be of deck-girder structure with a swing span having a 
one-hundred-and-fifty-foot horizontal clearance on each side of the pivot pier 
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id and a seventy-foot vertical clearance above mean low water, and shall be con- 
1s structed in accordance with the provisions of subsection (b) of Section 502 of the 
v ‘General Bridge Act of 1946,’ approved August 2, 1946 (60 Stat. 847), as amended, 
8, and subject to the conditions and limitations in this title. 


| “(c) The Secretary shall request recommendations and suggestions of the 


PO a4 National Capital Planning Commission relative to the design of such bridge and 
ft | approaches. 
a “Sec. 202. (a) Any Federal agency and the District of Columbia having control 
A, and jurisdiction over any land at or near the site of the bridge shall transfer to 
n the Secretary, upon his request, any such lands to be occupied by the bridge or 
S, approaches thereto. 
r “(b) The Secretary may acquire by purchase or by condemnation any land in 
1- the State of Maryland, not under Federal or District jurisdiction or control, 
a needed for the construction of such bridge, title to such land to be taken directly 

to and in the name of the United States. In case a price satisfactory to the 
0 Secretary cannot be agreed upon for the purchase of such land or in case the title 
e cannot be made satisfactory to the Attorney General of the United States, then 
y the latter is directed to procure such land by condemnation, and the expenses of 
ll procuring evidence of title, or condemnation, or both, shall be paid from funds 
i made available for the purposes of this title. 

“Sec. 203. (a) The Secretary may make such use of lands owned or controlled 

I by the United States, at or adjacent to the site of the bridge, as may be necessary 
a for making borings, performing other preliminary work, routing and rerouting 
, traffic, constructing such bridge, approaches, and connecting roads, and storing 
y materials incident to such preliminary work and to actual construction. 


“(b) The Secretary may route and reroute and cause the routing and rerouting 
of traffic on, and close or cause to be closed, streets, roads, and highways under 
the jurisdiction of the United States, and negotiate for the closing of streets, 
roads, and highways by contact with Virginia, Maryland, and District authorities, 
when necessary in connection with the preparation of plans for, and during the 
actual construction of, the bridge. 

“Sec. 204. Notwithstanding any other provision of this title, the Secretary shall 
not begin construction of the bridge above referred to until the State of Virginia 
and the State of Maryland have taken such steps as the Secretary deems adequate 
to give assurances that there will be constructed and maintained, by and in such 
States, such approaches to such bridge as will be reasonably adequate to make 
possible the full and efficient utilization of such bridge. 

“Sec. 205. The sum of $14,925,000 is hereby authorized to be appropriated out 
of any moneys in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to carry out the 
provisions of this title. 

“Sec. 206. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this title is hereby expressly 
reserved.” 

Amend the title so as to read : 

“An Act to authorize and direct the construction of bridges over the Potomac 
River, and for other purposes.” 


ACTION BY THE HOUSE 


The Committee on the District of Columbia of the House of Representatives 
gave the entire Potomac River bridge problem exhaustive consideration. It con- 
ducted 7 days of hearings on 3 different proposals. In its report (No. 1851) on 
H. R. 1980, the committee said, in part: 

“Tt was evident, by the expressions of the various members of the subcommittee, 


as well as those who testified before the subcommittee, that there was great need 
for an additional bridge across the Potomac River, especially in the central area 
which would relieve the snarled traffic conditions during the peak periods. 
* * * it was evident that the members of the subcommittee could not agree 
upon a location for a bridge in the central downtown area. It was obvious that 
all of the members of the subcommittee agreed that the best compromise would 
be the bill, H. R. 1980, to construct a bridge in the vicinity of Jones Point, Va.” 

The House committee amended the Jones Point bill to reduce susbtantially 
the Federal share of the cost and at the same time to expand the capacity of the 
bridge. Your committee concurs in these changes, described in the House report 
as follows: 

“Under this amendment the total cost of the bridge will be $24,398,000. This 
cost will provide a 6-lane bridge rather than a 4-lane, as proposed in the original 
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legislation. Of the total cost of this bridge $7,388,000 will be assumed by the 
State of Virginia as a total cost of approaches in that State; $885,000 will be 
assumed by the State of Maryland to be spent on approaches to the bridge. In 
the District of Columbia, $1,200,000 will be spent for the construction of roads 
and structures. The additional $14,847,000 will be borne by the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

“The bill authorizes the amount of $14,925,000 to carry out this construction. 

“Under the amendment adopted by this committee, a 6-lane bridge would be 
obtained at a total cost of $14,847,000 to the Federal Government rather than a 
4-lane bridge, as requested in the original bill, at a cost of $20 million to the 
Federal Government. This would be possible through the participation of the 
District of Columbia and the States of Maryland and Virginia.” 


SENATE HEARINGS 


Your committee, through its fiscal subcommittee, reviewed carefully the 
hearings held by the House and supplemented this study with additional hearings 
of its own, conducted on July 15, 1954. Testimony was taken from 13 witnesses, 
covering the Jones Point proposal as well as the bridge needs of the central area. 

It was evident that the purposes of the Jones Point Bridge are not related to 
the pressing need for cross-river traffic relief in the central downtown area. 
Jones Point would provide a link in the “outer belt”—parts of which are in 
existence or under construction—designed to serve traffic that desires to bypass 
Washington. All affected agencies and jurisdictions were agreed on the need 
for and the location of the Jones Point crossing. All witnesses agreed, moreover, 
that Jones Point is in no sense a substitute for a central area bridge to relieve 
congestion of traffic between the downtown area and Virginia. 

Your committee for several months prior to its hearings had had the problem 
under study. The chairman held several conferences with District officials, the 
Chairman of the National Capital Planning Commission and other interested 
groups. 

The District Highway Department favored a Potomac crossing in the vicinity 
of E Street Northwest, crossing Theodore Roosevelt Island. The National Capital 
Planning Commission, by a narrow margin, disapproved this crossing and sup- 
ported one immediately south of the existing highway (14th Street) bridges at 
Roaches Run. The District Highway Department opposed this site. 

In an effort to resolve this impasse, the chairman of your committee proposed 
a compromise span in the line on New Hampshire Avenue extended, crossing 
“South” or “Small” Island, south of Roosevelt Island. After some study, the 
District Highway Department approved this proposal. At the hearings, it also 
was endorsed and advocated by the Arlington County highway engineer. The 
Chairman of the Planning Commission opposed the New Hampshire Avenue 
span but conceded the need for a central crossing somewhere north of Memo- 
rial Bridge. The Theodore Roosevelt Association also opposed the New Hamp- 
shire Avenue proposal on the grounds that it would be inconsistent with plans for 
the development of Roosevelt and Small Islands as a wilderness memorial to 
Theodore Roosevelt. 

To resolve the differences of opinion among these various groups further, the 
chairman of your committee held conferences with representatives of the National 
Park Service (which is in charge of development of Roosevelt Island), the Chair- 
man of the National Capital Planning Commission and the Engineer Commis- 
sioner of the District. Although the subcommittee believed that the New 
Hampshire Avenue proposal could not be objected to on valid legal, engineering, 
esthetic, or other considerations, they desired to compose as many of the 
remaining differences as possible. 


AGREEMENT REACHED 


As a result of these further efforts, the chairman of your committee, the 
hairman of the Planning Commission, and the Engineer Commissioner of the 
Jistriet agreed on a modification of the New Hampshire Avenue proposal. The 

agreement calls for a span approximately parallel to Memorial Bridge running 
from the foot of Constitution Avenue on the District side to Columbia Island 
on the Virginia side in a line just south of Small Island. 

At a meeting of the National Capital Planning Commission held on July 28, 

1954, this proposal was approved, together with other bridge and street proposals 
incident thereto. The action of the Commission is reported in a resolution set 
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forth in appendix B of this report. The executive director of the Theodore 
Roosevelt Association also informed your committee that he favors the central 
area bridge proposal and believes that it eliminates all features of earlier 
proposals that had been objectionable to the association. 


NEED FOR CENTRAL AREA BRIDGE 


After this further extensive consideration, the subcommittee decided to rec- 
ommend authorization of this central area bridge from the foot of Constitution 
Avenue running south of Small Island for the following reasons: 

1. A thorough study of the area traffic needs reflecting 1953 volumes but based 
upon the origin and destination survey conducted in 1948 indicates conclusively 
that a bridge is necessary at a point just upstream from the existing Arlington 
Memorial Bridge. 

2. he approaches to the proposed central area bridge can afford the greatest 
accommodations for the dissipation as well as the collection of traffic. These 
approaches can be tapped merely by constructing short connections from the 
bridgeheads to existing streets. The bridge would connect to the inner belt 
in the vicinity of 24th Street on the District side of the river and with George 
Washington Memorial Parkway, Arlington Boulevard, Wilson Boulevard, and 
the Jefferson Davis Highway on the Virginia side. These connections are all 
short, direct, and capable of loading the bridge to its full capacity. 

3. It is estimated that by 1975 there will be a deficiency in the capacity of the 
Potomac River bridges amounting to 5,600 vehicles destined for the District 
during the morning peak rush hour. It is also estimated that in 1975, 62 percent 
of the traffic desiring to cross the Potomac during the morning peak hour would 
seek a crossing in the Arlington Memorial-Key Bridge reach. In view of the 
latter estimate, it would be desirable to take up this projected deficiency at the 
proposed central area site. 

4. Traflicwise, all evidence points to the advantages had by this location. 
For example, from the total tratlic destined for the downtown area from Virginia 
during the peak morning rush hour, 71 percent are destined west of 12th Street, 
and 79 percent are destined north of Constitution Avenue. Routing this traffic 
into the area north of Constitution Avenue (the most heavily traveled artery in 
the District), constitutes a major advantage which a bridge at this location 
can render. Under present and future conditions, this structure would be well 
situated to serve the majority of the motorists seeking their destinations down- 
town during the peak morning rush hour, because of the available capacity of 
east-west streets. 

5. The proposed bridge would provide a greater degree of relief to the three 
existing central area bridges than would other bridges which have been proposed. 
In providing this relief it would absorb a heavy load of central-area-bound traffic 
and thereby would permit both the Key Bridge and the Highway ridge to perform 
the functions advocated for an Arizona Avenue and a Roaches Run Bridge, 
respectively. 

6. All the Virginia connections to the proposed bridge have some traffie ca- 
pacity in reserve, but the most important fact is that Arlington Boulevard has a 
200-foot right-of-way all the way out through Arlington County. This means it 
“an be made a controlled access highway with six lanes for through-traffie 
movements and with additional roadways to serve the abutting property. Present 
plans for the Arlington area contemplate the development of the Arlington 
Boulevard to approximately 70,000 vehicles per day which is double its present 
capacity. This traffic cannot be conducted to and from the District by any of 
the other proposed bridges which have been suggested as alternatives for this 
general location. 

7. Ample capacity to receive the traffic is insured on the District side. For 
example, in 1975, in the corridor between Constitution Avenue and H Street 
a _peak-hour volume of traffic amounting to 6.050 vehicles will flow easterly across 
17th Street. However, a capacity for 7,080 vehicles can be provided in that 
direction. 

The relative importance of the proposed central-area bridge is indicated by 
the fact that some 60,000 vehicles a day would use such a bridge. compared 
with about 15,000 a day for the proposed Jones Point crossing. 

The critical nature of the entire Potomac bridge problem was further pointed 
up in testimony by General Prentiss that the existing Highway Bridges carry 
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some 105,000 vehicles a day, a load greater than that carried by any other bridg 
in the world. 

Altogether, more vehicles cross the Potomac daily than cross the Hudson 
River in New York City. 

In recognition of this general Potomac River bridge problem, agreement was 
reached during the discussions conducted among interested officials and agencies 
that the old Highway Bridge at 14th Street should be replaced with a bridge in 
the vicinity of Roaches Run, just south of the existing railroad bridge. It 
is believed however, that sufficient legislative authority already exists for the 
construction of such a bridge when appropriations are provided therefor. 


COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS 


Your committee, accordingly, propose that the bill, H. R. 1980, be amended to 
provide for a low-level bridge from the vicinity of Constitution Avenue running 
north of Memorial Bridge and south of Small Island to the Virginia side of the 
river, as well as for a bridge at Jones Point. 

The bridges compete neither for trafltic nor for funds with which to build them. 
The Jones Point span, as noted in the House report cited above, would be built 
by the States of Virginia and Maryland, which would construct all approaches, 
and by the Federal Government which would pay for the span itself. It is ex- 
pected that this actually may result in an almost even division of total cost be- 
tween the States and the Federal Government, 

The central area bridge, authorized by title I, would be built entirely by the 
District of Columbia at a cost not to exceed $24,500,000, The District, of course, 
presumably would have available part of its regular Federal-aid highway funds 
to help in meeting this expense. 

The Jones Point Bridge is authorized by title II. This title differs from the 
House-passed bill in that the Secretary of the Interior, rather than the Com- 
missioners of the District, is authorized to build, operate, and maintain the 
bridge. 

This change was proposed by the Commissioners because only the central 
portion of the Jones Point Bridge actually would lie within the District’s bound- 
aries, and even that part would be entirely above water. It seemed appropriate, 
therefore, to place this responsibility in a Federal agency. The total cost of 
maintaining and operating the bridge is estimated at about $45,000 a year. 


RELATIONSHIP TO ROOSEVELT ISLAND 


The committee believe that provision in title I for pedestrian access from the 
ventral area bridge to Small Island, and from there to Roosevelt Island, subject 
to approval of the Theodore Roosevelt Association, actually will enhance the 
value of the islands as a wilderness memorial to Theodore Roosevelt by making 
them more accessible for enjoyment and appreciation by the public. 

The central area bridge is to be a low-level bridge, of the approximate height 
of the existing Memorial Bridge. it will have a lift span to permit boats to 
proceed to the present head of navigation, the Key Bridge. 

The so-called E Street Bridge, to which the Roosevelt Association objected, 
would have crossed Roosevelt Island and would have been a “high bridge.” 
The alternative bridge was proposed by your committee in part to avoid any 
possible conflict with the development of Roosevelt Island. 

To further safeguard the esthetic beauty of the Memorial Bridge-Roosevelt 
[sland area, the biil requires consultation with the Commission of Fine Arts on 
the design for the central area bride, and it is expected that the bridge will 
be so designed as to harmonize with and enhance existing structures and 
landscape. 

MAP OF EXISTING AND PROPOSED BRIDGES 


There is attached hereto a map showing the location of existing Potomac River 
bridges and those proposed to be authorized by this bill, as amended. 
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APPENDIX B 


NATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C., July 28, 1954. 
Hon. FRANCIS CASE, 
Chairman, Committee on the District of Columbia, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR CASE: It gives me pleasure to transmit herewith a draft copy 
of a resolution which the National Capital Planning Commission adopted today 
at its July meeting. 

In order to provide you with immediate information as to the Commission’s 
action we are not taking the extra time to formally set up the resolution as an 
extract from the minutes. 

Sincerely yours, 
LIARLAND BARTHOLOMEW, Chairman. 


NATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., July 28, 1954. 


Resolved, That the Commission authorizes the following statement : 

For a considerable time this Commission and the District Commissioners have 
endeavored earnestly to have a meeting of the minds on the very important 
question of new bridge crossings of the Potomac River. 

Any project which is not integrated with a logical plan or pattern of traffic 
distribution will not merely fail of its purpose but would be an unwarranted 
waste of public funds. In order to avoid such a result, the Commission has 
repeatedly emphasized the importance of the so-called inner loop and the location 
of bridge connections thereto. We are confident this view is also shared by the 
District Commissioners. 

The Commission is pleased to announce at this time that substantial agree- 
ment has been reached on the following: 


IMMEDIATE NEEDS PROGRAM 


1. A new bridge at Jones Point, heretofore approved. 

2. The construction of the replacement bridge for the old southbound Highway 
Bridge, generally on the site proposed for a Roaches Run Bridge. Authority 
for construction and funds for design of a companion bridge to the new Highway 
Bridge have been heretofore granted by Congress. 

3. A new bridge north of and substantially parallel to Memorial Bridge, south 
of Roosevelt Island, and at a location to be agreed upon by the District Commis- 
sioners and the National Capital Planning Commission. 

4. Early construction of the west (approximately 24th Street-Ohio Drive) and 
south (Southwest Freeway) legs of the inner loop. 


FUTURE NEEDS PROGRAM 


5. Later construction of a bridge somewhere between Key Bridge and Chain 
Bridge, to reduce crossings of central area bridges when traffic volumes justify. 

6. Later construction of an additional bridge in the vicinity of Roaches Run 
or 14th Street, when additional traffic volume warrants it. 

The Commission is highly appreciative of the cooperation extended by the 
District Commissioners and the National Park Service and their respective staffs 
in this matter. Our Commission recognizes that working out the detailed plans 
for the projects above agreed to in principle will require appreciation and under- 
standing of our respective viewpoints. We are confident that the same spirit of 
cooperation will prevail in undertaking these subsequent studies. 

Final responsibility for the development of the Federal City rests with the 
Congress, which has taken cognizance of the urgency of these bridge, traffic, and 
other public-works matters through approval of the District of Columbia public- 
works bill and hearings held recently on the several bridge matters. The 
Commission is cognizant of the prompt recognition of these matters by the 
Congress and wishes to express its appreciation thereof. 
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REBUTTAL OF TUNNEL ADVOCATES 


Mr. GeorGE A, GARRETT, 
President, Federal City Council, 
1404 New York Avenue NW., Washington 5, D. C. 

DeAR Mr. GARRETT: It is with pleasure that I send to you, enclosed, prints of 
two plans (one for a proposed tunnel and one for a proposed bridge) which were 
presented to a special committee of the Federal City Council at a conference held 
in the council chambers on January 18, 1957. To accompany the plans is a 
tabulation of facts and notations relating to some of the more important aspects 
of the problem of construction an adequate and appropriate traffic crossing of the 
Potomac River in the Constitution Avenue corridor. 

Both plans were developed and approved by the National Capital Planning 
Commission in 1955. All approach roads, interchange loops, secondary bridges 
and grade separation structures necessary to develop either a tunnel or a bridge 
as a completely functioning facility are indicated in red. Private lands are indi- 
cated in purple. Federal park and parkway land are shown in green. Minor 
modifications in either plan would in all probability be made if either facility is 
constructed. 

A fully developed 4-lane tunnel is estimated to cost approximately $25,500,000. 
It is believed that the tunnel estimate could be reduced to $24,000,000. <A fully 
developed 6-lane bridge is estimated to cost approximately $22,000,000. 

The public, the press, and the Congress have been left with the impression that 
an imaginary tunnel of some kind would cost an exorbitant amount. Estimates 
in the amount of $92,812,000, $72,872,000, $60,000,000, $52,000,000, $50,000,000, 
$47,824,000, $42,000,000, $36,000,000 and $30, 000,000 have been presented as the 
cost of a tunnel by proponents of a bridge. Estimates in the amount of $5,000,000, 

7,500,000, $9,500,000, $15,000,000, $18,699,000, and $24,500,000 and also been 
quoted as the cost of a bridge. 

It is unfortunate that the sum total issues involved have been clouded by so 
many unrealistic cost estimates for both the tunnel and the bridge. Undoubtedly 
these estimates have played an important part in the presentations that have 
been made to the Bureau of the Budget and the Congress. 

When bridge legislation was considered by the 84th Congress, it is of particular 
Significance that the Bureau of the Budget and the Congress were left with the 
impression that some kind of a tunnel would cost between $25,500,000 and 
$28,000,000 more than a bridge. This figure was not furnished by those of us 
who support the concept of a tunnel. 

Please understand that the only tunnel project that has ever been supported 
by the National Park Service, the Fine Arts Commission and some 15 other re- 
sponsible agencies, organizations, and Federsl commissions concerned with the 
welfare of the Nation’s Capital is a 4-lane tunnel designed and estimated by 
Mr. Ole Singstad, a tunnel engineer selected and considered to be the world’s 
outstanding tunnel engineer by his own profession. Mr. Singstad has designed 
and operated more large subaqueous tunnels than any man who has ever lived. 
Mr. Singstad’s estimates have been verified by the firm of Mason & Hanger of 
New York and Wouisville, one of the world’s largest tunnel construction 
companies. 

It is a matter of record that the Federal Government is by many laws and 
Presidential proclamations responsible for the administration and financing of 
projects and improvements on Federal properties in the District of Columbia 
and the Washington metropolitan area. It is also a matter of record that the 
Federal agencies responsible for Federal properties have by policy, procedure, 
and practice assumed these responsibilities. Therefore, it is consistent to suggest 
that any improvement, including a proposed traffe facility crossing the Potomac 
River in this location is in no different category than the many miles of Federal 
parkway and park roads which it would serve to connect as parallel roads on 
both sides of the River. 

It is not inconsistent to suggest or believe that a traffic facility in the location 
now being considered should be developed in a manner that would be acceptable 
to the sum total Federal interest as well as the interest of the local community. 
This procedure is proposed by S. 944, introduced into the 85th Congress by 
Senator Joseph O’Mahoney and cosponsor Senator Paul H. Douglas on January 
29, 1957. 

It is presumed that the present Engineer Commissioner, the Director of High- 
ways, and other District of Columbia authorities will support this legislation 
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since they have, by public pronouncements, subscribed to the principle that a tun- 
nel would be satisfactory to them provided the Federal Government would pay 
the difference in cost between the tunnel and a bridge. Under the provision of 
S. 944 the District of Columbia would be relieved of any cost for constructing a 
traflicway in conformity with a plan which they have approved. 

Mr. Bartholomew, Chairman of the National Capital Planning Commission, 
has requested that his personal comments be included in this letter to the council. 
His comments are as follows: 

“My comment on this situation and after reading the testimony can be sum- 
marized as follows: 

“The basic issue in this bridge vs. tunnel discussion is, stated in the simplest 
possible language: 

“Ts it either imperative or necessary to concentrate a great volume of 
river-crossing traffic in the great Federal memorial area? 

“The answer is quite plain. It is not imperative. 

“The volume of river-crossing traffic is increasing steadily each year. This is 
due to the increases in population in the Virginia portion of the metropolitan 
district, especially in the southwest sector. The total anticipated volume and its 
approximate logical point of entry has been studied by the National Capital 
Planning Commission with the aid of the best obtainable experts. 

“Two clear conclusions reached were: 

“1. Approximately 14 additional traffic lanes (bridge or tunnel) will be 
required by 1970. 

“2. Dispersal of new facilities should be made to avoid overconcentration 
and consequent congestion. 

“To previde 14 new river-crossing traffic lanes requires a program of construc- 
tion as distinguished from a single facility. The true requirements are: 

“A. A crossing at Three Sisters. 
“B. A crossing at Constitution Avenue. 
“C,. A crossing at Roaches Run. 

“Each of these crossings could be four lanes since additional capacity is now 
being provided by reconstruction of present bridges. 

“The new metropolitan traffic census and mass transportation study now under 
way might conceivably alter these requirements but it is perfectly clear that any 
additional capacity should be provided either at Three Sisters or at Roaches 
Run rather than at Constitution Avenue, where no new traffic generation will 
take place. A four-lane crossing here is all that will be required, and is certainly 
all that could be considered as necessary. 

“It is respectfully submitted that since a tunnel can provide for cross-river 
traffic comparable with any bridge, the magnificent character of the memorial 
area warrants the protection and the preservation that can best be achieved by 
tunnel construction. It is most clearly and definitely in the public interest.” 

I would add to Mr. Bartholomew’s comments the following observations based 
upon an actual economic survey of tunnels and bridges in actual operation in 
New York City covering a period between 1919 and 1939. 

High-level bridge approaches have a depressing affect on real estate surround- 
ing their approaches. 

Real estate values surrounding the approaches to a tunnel, increased very 
substantially. : 

A copy of this survey is enclosed. The bargraph of record of impact on the 
real estate and the tax structure of property in both cases is recorded in the 
latter part of the survey. 

It will be noted that bridgehead properties were depressed as much as 60 
percent whereas properties in the vicinity of the tunnel portals increased by 
more than 180 percent. 

Comments to the effect that the National Park Service is antiautomobile and 
antibridge can be dismissed by simply noting that the National Park Service has 
constructed several thousand miles of roads and parkways, hundreds of areas 
of parking lots, hundreds of bridges and numerous tunnels to accommodate the 
motoring public. 

Those of us who were privileged to appear before the committee of the coun- 
cil are very grateful for the opportunity to present personal and through sup- 
plementary drawings and facts, some of the reasons why we believe a tunnel 
and not a bridge should be constructed in this location. 

May I take this opportunity to thank you and the council for providing this 
opportunity and to express the sincere hope that the Federal City Council will, 
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after a careful review of the facts, conclude that a tunnel and not a bridge 
should be constructed by the Federal Government in the Constitution Avenue 


Corridor. 
Sincerely yours, 


ConraD L. Wirtrn, Director. 


Facts AND COMMENTS RELATING TO PROPOSALS TO CONSTRUCT A TUNNEL OR 
BrIDGE ACROSS THE PoToMAc RIVER IN THE CONSTITUTION AVENUE CORRIDOR 


PROPOSED TUNNEL 


The tunnel would be a 4-lane structure. 

$25,500,000 estimated cost. 

55,000 vehicles per day actual capacity. 
Based on actual performance of 4- 
lane tunnels now in operation. From 
1955 records of actual performance. 

Holland Tunnel, New York City, 4 
lanes: 14,617 vehicles per lane per 
day; 56,461 capacity of 4 lanes per 
day. 

Lincoln Tunnel, New York, 4 lanes; 
13,361 vehicles per lane per day; 
56,00 capacity of 4 lanes per day. 

Sumner Tunnel, Boston, 2 lanes: 16,567 
vehicles per lane per day. 

Actual capacity and practical capacity 
exceeds traffic that could be absorbed 
in District of Columbia street system. 
See Mr. Bartholomew’s statement and 
Wilbur Smith Associates traffic re- 
port to verify. 

Trucks, buses, and passenger cars 
would use a tunnel. 


Five percent gradient or less on tunnel 
approaches. 


Unobstructed use of river. 


No obstruction of river in time of flood. 


Seven feet lift of grade above existing 
ground on District of Columbia side— 
not 22 feet as suggested by others. 


No embankments required on Virginia 
side. No private lands required for 
tunnel. 


$125,000 yearly operating cost for tun- 
nel—not $330,000 as stated by others. 


One hundred percent proposed Federal 
funds for construction and mainte- 
nance. 


PROPOSED BRIDGE 

The bridge would be a 6-lane structure. 

$22,000,000 estimated cost. 

See District of Columbia estimates for 
actual capacity. 


George Washington Bridge, New York: 
12,252 vehicles per lane per day. 


Triboro Bridge, New York City: 14,978 
vehicles per lane per day. 


See District of Columbia record for 
local bridge records. 


President stated that ‘trucks should not 
use bridge,” as a condition to his ap- 
proval of a previous bridge authoriza- 
tion in this general location. 


For comparison, the Connecticut Ave- 
nue tunnel constructed by the Dis- 
trict Government has approach 
grades of approximately 7 percent. 

Bridge would conflict with boat races 
and water sports. 

Bridge piers obstruct river. Earlier 
bridge design at this location would 
raise flood crest by as much as 2 feet. 

Fourteen feet or more lift of grade 
above existing ground on District of 
Columbia side to accommodate bridge 
approaches. 

High embankments to acommodate 
double and triple deck bridges on 
Virginia side. Several acres of pri- 
vate land required on Virginia side. 

$10,000 to $14,000 recent estimate for 
operating and maintenance of bridge. 

For comparison : 
$55,000 actual operating cost for each 

of two 14th Street Bridge spans. 
$60,000 estimated cost for operating 

proposed Jones Point Bridge. 
$60,000 to $70,000 yearly operating 

eost of Arlington Memorial Bridge. 

Ninety percent Federal funds. Ten 
percent District of Columbia funds 
plus District of Columbia total cost 
for maintenance. 
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PROPOSED TUNNEL—continued PROPOSED BRIDGE—continued 
Two and one-half years to construct. See District of Columbia estimates. 
Four and five-tenths miles of approach Five and five-tenths miles of approach 
roads. roads. 


Twelve and one-half percent included Twelve and one-half percent or other 
for engineering and contingencies in appropriate percentage should be 


tunnel estimate. included for engineering and contin- 
gencies in bridge estimate. 
Cost to State of Virginia—none. Cost to State of Virginia—substantial. 


The following Federal agencies, com- Consult District of Columbia for list of 

missions, and organizations, favor a bridge proponents. 
tunnel: National Park Service, Com- 
mission of Fine Arts, Theodore 
Roosevelt Commission, National 
Monument Commission, Commission 
of 100 for the Federal City, Marine 
Corps War Memorial Foundation, 
American Society of Landscape 
Architects, Theodore Roosevelt Asso- 
ciation, American Scenic and Historic 
Preservation Society, Freedom 
Shrine, Inc., American Institute of 
Architects, American Society of Pro- 
fessional Engineers. 


Senator Bisite. We will accept the exhibits submitted by the bridge 
advocates. 

(The documents referred to were received as exhibits. See 
pp. 209-214.) 

Senator Brste. We will receive the exhibits of the tunnel advocates. 

(The exhibits referred to were received. See pp. 209-214.) 

Senator Brete. At this point in the record will be placed the summa- 
tion of the Federal City Council position. 

(The document referred to follows.) 


STATEMENT BY JoHN T. O’RourKrE, ACTING CHAIRMAN, PoToMAc CROSSINGS 
COMMITTEE, AT BOARD OF TRUSTEES MEETING, FEDERAL Crry CoUNCIL, 
FEBRUARY 14, 1957 


(The following statement was made in the absence of Benjamin M. McKelway, 
chairman, Potomac Crossings Committee. Mr. McKelway is currently out of the 
country. ) 

The Potomac Crossings Committee of the Federal City Council has now con- 
cluded two fact-finding meetings on the subject of a Potomac crossing at the 
approximate foot of Constitution Avenue. 

At these meetings, facts on each side were presented by top officials involved, 
and this information has been carefully weighed by our committee. 

The results can be summarized as follows: 

There is a considerable amount of detail, and a considerable amount of con- 
tradictory opinion in the record. 

However, the basic question is quite simple, and can be briefly and pretty fully 
expressed in three points: 

1. Whether to build it there at all. 

2. If so, how big it should be—that is, whether 4 or 6 lanes wide. 

3. Whether it should go over the river or under it. This, of course, involves 
what a bridge or a tunnel would look like, and what each would cost. 

As to the first point: Whether to build a crossing at this place at all. This 
involves whether it is to be primarily a means of routing through traffic around 
the congested downtown area, or primarily is supposed to help move traffic 
between the downtown area and Virginia? 

The committee heard testimony covering both views. There is no question but 
that movement of traffic between downtown and Virginia constitutes the largest 
part of the problem. Therefore the crossing would be most useful in the place 
where centralized traffic can be accommodated, rather than peripheral traffic. 

As to the second point whether a 4- or a 6-lane facility would be best. 
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Study of the testimony about volumes of traffic carried in other cities during 
24-hour periods by bridges and tunnels revealed little that would be useful in 
deciding what is needed here, although there is a consistent superiority in the 
volume of traffic that a bridge can handle over a tunnel of the same number 
of lanes. 

The problem is not accurately expressed by stating it in terms of how many 
thousands of vehicles can be moved during a 24-hour period. 

The problem is more clearly seen by considering how many thousands can be 
handled during morning and evening peak loads, 

Stated this way, and studying the estimates of traffic increases anticipated 
between now and 1970, the conclusion was inevitable that it would be short- 
sighted indeed to install a 4-lane facility of any kind. The figures indicated 
that it would be overtaxed as soon as it was opened. 

However, the tunnel advocates did not submit a plan for a 6-lane lane 
passage under the river, saying that it would deliver too many cars into the 
area. Therefore another practical consideration should be mentioned here: 
A breakdown on a four way facility—2 lanes each way—means a complete 
shutdown of the route in one direction, since the second lane must be stopped to 
allow tow trucks or ambulances to operate. A 6-lane facility can clear a break- 
down and still keep 1 lane open. Finally in the words of one witness—The 
picture of a 4-lane structure connecting with the 8 lanes on Constitution Avenue 
and 8 lanes on the west end of the Freeway should require no further comment.” 

Now for the third and last point—tunnel versus bridge and what is the price 
of each? 

As to the esthetics the bulk of the testimony indicated that a tunnel would 
least disturb the present landscape. 

There were views on both sides as to whether a tunnel, and its bulky masonry 
entrances, subject to soil from exhaust gases and so on, was handsomer than a 
bridge, per se. 

The committee had to consider the fact that although the Fine Arts Commis- 
sion’s representative stated he thought the tunnel was best, the Fine Arts Com- 
mission itself had approved the bridge design. 

In addition, is the added fact, pointed out by one committee member, that one 
could get a far better view of the handsome Lincoln Memorial, the Memorial 
Bridge, or Arlington while traveling across the river on a bridge, than traveling 
under it in a tunnel. 

And now the last part of the final question—price. The question is whether the 
cost of one offsets the advantages of the other. 

A 6-lane bridge, it was estimated, would cost from $15,500,000 to $22 million 
according to which estimate you took. This included all approach facilities. 

Tunnel advocates submitted an estimate of $25 million for a 4-lane tunnel, 
and no figure at all for a 6-lane tunnel. 

It should be stated here, I think, that the bridge advocates’ estimates for 
building the approaches were far higher than those estimated by the tunnel 
advocates. This has the effect of raising the gross price of the bridge, and lower- 
ing the gross price of the tunnel. This difference was in the order of several 
million dollars. 

Bridge advocates estimated a 6-lane tunnel would cost $47,842,000, and this 
was not controverted by the tunnel advocates. 

The maintenance costs of a 4-lane tunnel was estimated at $125,000 a year, 
and $310,000 a year for a 6-lane tunnel. 

Six-lane bridge maintenance was estimated at from $10,000 to $14,000. 

So the cost of a comparable tunnel is in the order of two to three hundred 
percent more, and the cost of maintenance in the order of 800 percent to 300 
percent more. 

Therefore, after considering the mass of testimony, your committee unani- 
mously came to the conclusions which are represented in the report and recom- 
mended resolution that you have before you. Thank you. 


Senator Brste. If there is nothing further, we will stand in recess. 

The Chair wants to thank you for your patience. I had no inten- 
tion of moving past the lunch hour, but it seemed to get away from us. 

(Whereupon, at 1:35 p. m., the hearing was adjourned.) 
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GOVERN MENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
ENGINEER DEPARTMENT, 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS, 
Washington, D. C. 


Mr. WILLIAM P, GULLEDGE, 
Counsel, Senate Committee on the District of Columbia, 
Capitol Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. GuiiepGe: At the close of the hearings conducted on 8. 1707 and 
S. 944, the chairman of the committee suggested that anyone desiring to con- 
tribute further to the record of this hearing should submit a statement not later 
than May 2, 1957. In view of the conflicting testimonies that were submitted 
in connection with the movable span controversy, I wish to submit the following 
statement for the record of the hearing: 

It is respectfully brought to the attention of the committee that the Corps 
of Engineers, United States Department of the Army, has recommended that 
the bridges to be built on the Potomac River upstream from the Washington 
National Airport be fixed span structures. The Corps of Engineers is the gov- 
ernmental agency which has been given the responsibility of protecting the 
Nation’s navigable waters. By law, the District of Columbia Department of 
Highways is obligated to conform to the requirements of the Corps of Engineers 
when requesting permits for construction of river facilities affecting navigation. 

In reaching their decisions with respect to the Potomac River, they thoroughly 
studied every aspect of channel maintenance and harbor facilities. Public hear- 
ings were held in which all interested parties, including those that appeared be- 
fore your subcommittee, were heard. We respectfully submit that the Corps 
of Engineers is fully capable of making proper determinations in such matters. 

The report to the Committee on Public Works, United States Senate, entitled 
“Navigational Clearances in Highway Bridges Across the Potomac River Above 
Hains Point,” made on this situation at the request of the Senate District Sub- 
committee on Public Works, fully covers the matter and was made through the 
joint effort of the Corps of Engineers, Bureau of Public Roads, and District of 
Columbia Department of Highways, and we trust that it will be given full 
consideration by the committee in reaching their decision. 

The conclusions reached in the report are the firm recommendations of the 
Corps of Engineers and represent an unbiased point of view by the only responsi- 
ble agency having to do with matters of this nature. This report has already 
been made a part of the record of this committee. 

We urge that the recommendations of the Corps of Engineers be used as the 
basis for the decision of the committee with regard to navigational requirements. 

Your consideration of this matter is appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. N. ROBERTSON, 
Director, Department of Highways. 





AMERICAN PLANNING AND CIvic ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D. C., April 26, 1957. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Senator Brere: At the conclusion of my verbal statement yesterday 
at your subcommittee’s hearing on S. 944, you asked for my reaction to the 
claim made by the representative of the District Highway Department that a 6- 
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lane tunnel would cost $30 million more than a 6-lane bridge. In deference to 
your committee, whose guest I was, I refrained from giving this claim its deserved 
name, and limited myself to expressing my disbelief of it. 

Obviously, the statement of the Highway Department’s representative was 
such an egregious exaggeration as to make its submission in serious evidence 
a violation of the candor due your committee. I believe that Mr. Singstad’s 
estimate of the cost of the 4-lane tunnel he had in mind has not been questioned. 
Starting with the $24,027,000 dollar estimate and subtracting the cost of ap- 
proaches (which will manifestly not have to be built for the additional 2 lanes) 
we have the estimated cost of the two I1-lane tunnel tubes as $21,027,000, or 
$10,513,500 for each 2-lane tube. The addition of the two not needed lanes, 
demanded by the Highway Department, will not cost more than between 10 and 
11 million dollars; very different from the $30 million thought up in a last min- 
ute effort to prevent the tunnel. If the full project width of the Potomac River 
channel has to be maintained, the cost would be raised to $11,263,500. In view 
of Mr. Singstad’s special experience in designing, building and operating under- 
river tunnels, and the Highway Department’s entire lack of such experience, no 
additional proof seems needed to show the error of the aforesaid claim. 

In my verbal statement I pointed out two other statements that seemed con- 
trary to fact, which were impudently alleged by the same witness. One was 
his effort to discredit Mr. Singstad’s evidence as to tunnel capacity by claiming 
that Mr. Singstad’s figures were merely computed from the day’s total crossings 
and not recorded rush-hour observations. Not having a copy of the man’s state- 
ment, I do not know exactly where to look for the figure he was attacking. 
However, in my verbal statement I referred to Mr. Singstad’s evidence, I think 
in June 1956 (p. 12 of the typed text) which I now quote as follows: 

“The maximum observed vehicles in 2 lanes of 1 tube are as follows: 
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As these are reported observed figures for rush-hour traffic in 2-lane tunnel 
tubes, they are not vulnerable to the accusations made by the Highway Depart- 
ment’s representative. 

The other statement contrary to fact which he made, and to which I invited 
your attention, was his claim that the origin and destination survey of 1948-49 
showed the peak demand for a crossing to be just where the bridge is now pro- 
posed to be built. Again this appears to be in error from evidence previously 
submitted by the District government itself in the hearings on their proposal 
to build a bridge at E Street. Figure V between pages 8 and 9 of the July 
1952 report of Modjeski & Masters” shows graphically the number of vehicles 
that would find it most convenient to cross the river each half mile if bridges 
at this frequency were available.” The curve so drawn and published shows that 
the peak demand is actually much nearer the 14th Street Bridge and between 
it and the Memorial Bridge, and not upstream at the proposed location of the 
so-called Constitution Avenue bridge, as alleged by the Highway Department’s 
witness. The curve also shows an average daily demand of 181,775 crossings. 
While the number has undoubtedly increased since the survey, nothing has hap- 
pened to change the pattern, so what was true then as to distribution of the de- 
mand should be substantially true today. It is pertinent, therefore, that elimi- 
nating on each side of the peak of the curve the 97,000 crossings claimed to be 
carried by the 14th Street Bridge (I think that this number is somewhat ex- 
aggerated) there is a demand upstream for some 42,301 crossings, more than 
amply accommodated by the existing 13 bridge lanes (6 on Memorial Bridge, 
5 on Key Bridge, and 2 on Chain Bridge), averaging only 3,254 crossings a day 
per lane; and 42,474 downstream for which no bridge at all is available. More- 
over, all the demand in excess of the alleged capacity of the 14th Street Bridge, 
namely, 84,775, could be taken care of by the existing bridges. 

Of course, I do not offer this as indicating no need for an additional cross- 
ing, because we know as a practical matter that motorists do not accept any 
such average distribution, that the location of the new CIA installation at 
Langley will require enlarged facilities in the Chain Bridge locality, that the 
present bridges are overcongested (largely because of the inadequacy of their 
approaches) and that an additional crossing is needed. But it does show that 
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the so-called scientific analysis of the problem adopted by the Highway Depart- 
ment, if carried to its logical conclusion, may lead to unpractical results or even 
an absurdity, and that by the Highway Department’s own statistics and meth- 
ods the greatest demand for a new crossing is downstream from 14th Street 
and not upstream, as claimed by the Highway Department in opposition to the 
proposal made on sound planning principles by the National Capital Planning 
Commission. 

The foregoing is pertinent only in showing that, in spite of the many diagrams 
and expensive plans and reports prepared by the Highway Department at the 
taxpayers’ expense, the four-lane tunnel will be more than adequate to satisfy 
the demand upstream of 14th Street for considerable time. If it is not possible 
in the not too distant future to build another crossing downstream near what 
has been spoken of as the Roaches Run site, where a crossing is so much more 
needed, then, if found justified, an additional 2-lane tunnel tube can be built at 
the site now under consideration without too great a capital expenditure and 
the need for the 2 additional lanes will have been established and not be just the 
theoretical estimate of need by a constructing agency whose judgment has not 
proven really sound in the past. 

Respectfully and sincerely yours, 
U. S. Grant 3d, 
President, A. P. & C. A. 


REPORT TO THE COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS, UNITED STATES SENATE, CONCERNING 
NAVIGATIONAL CLEARANCES IN HIGHWAY BRIDGES ACROSS THE PoToOMAC RIVER 
ABOVE HAINS POINT 


CONCLUSIONS 


It is concluded that fixed span highway bridges on the Potomac River above 
Hains Point, having a vertical clearance of 24.6 feet above mean high water, 
would not unduly interfere with the interests of upstream commercial concerns 
which presently navigate this reach of the river, for the following reasons: 

1. Only two commercial concerns presently use this reach of the river for 
navigation. These are the Smoot Sand & Gravel Corp. and the American Oil Co. 

2. The existing and future operations of Smoot Sand & Gravel Corp. can be 
adequately accommodated under such bridges by having the company adjust its 
operations so as to use land-based equipment for occasional dredging operations 
in the vicinity of the docks, and by routine replacement of equipment presently 
capable of operating under the existing bridges in closed position. 

3. The American Oil Co. can be satisfactorily accommodated with the existence 
of such bridges by installation of two 10-inch pipelines extending between Four 
Mile Run near Washington National Airport and their installation in Rosslyn. 
As a possible alternative, Amoco and its contract carrier might further study the 
feasibility of shifting Amoco waterway transportation movements from self- 
propelled tankers that are chartered to operate on coastal and inland waters to 
similar vessels which would operate solely in the inland waters between the 
Amoco refinery in Yorktown, Va., and its installation in Rosslyn. This may 
require the design and construction of special tankers, which fit into the overall 
economy of the area, to serve this need. It also may necessitate installation at 
Rosslyn of storage facilities beyond those contemplated by Amoco under its ex- 
pansion program. 

4. The products of the American Oil Co. are competitive with products marketed 
by other producers and also shipped to the Washington area by water transporta- 
tion. Irrespective of any added expenses with Amoco may bear in the trans- 
portation of those products, it is not to the publie interest to favor its activities 
under circumstances which would not benefit the general public through a reduc- 
tion in commodity prices. 

On the basis of comparative cost alone, the District of Columbia and the Bureau 
of Public Roads further conclude that the difference in cost between a 6-lane 
bridge, including approaches, and a 6-lane tunnel, including approaches, does not 
warrant the consideration of a tunnel. Also, because of the gradient, a tunnel 
would not accommodate traffic as adequately as a bridge. Consideration also was 
given to the construction of vertical lift spans in lieu of bascule-type bridges. 
Such structures might be competitive with bascule-type bridges. However, at 
Constitution Avenue a vertical lift bridge definitely would not harmonize with 
the composition of the area at 14th Street and Roaches Run, there also is the 
question of having bridge towers interfere with the glide angle at the Washington 
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National Airport. The Corps of Engineers did not participate in this part of the 
study. 
INTRODUCTION 


Purpose of report.—This report is prepared for submission to the Committee on 
Public Works, United States Senate, in response to a letter from Hon. Dennis 
Chavez, chairman of the committee, dated January 16, 1957. The committee’s 
letter stated that a question was raised in a recent hearing as to the economic 
justification of providing drawspan bridges to accommodate vessel traffic on the 
Potomac River upstream from the 14th Street Bridge. In requesting a report by 
February 15, 1957, the letter continued : 

“The committee desires that a study be made of the economics of providing 
draw or lift span bridges across the Potomac River as contrasted with the con- 
struction of fixed span bridges. The committee would also like to have informa- 
tion on the alternative of a tunnel. In this connection it would be helpful to the 
committee if detailed information were available relative to the value of naviga- 
tional facilities to those persons or firms now exercising them, the damage which 
would accrue from the termination of such facilities and the cost to such persons 
or firms of modifying navigational equipment so as to eliminate the necessity of 
drawspans.” 

Question of navigational clearances for bridges.—The question of navigational 
clearances for bridges across the reach of Potomac River above Hains Point was 
initially raised at an April 10, 1955 hearing of the Corps of Engineers, which 
preceded approval of location and plans for the proposed Constitution Avenue 
Bridge as a fixed structure with a horizontal clearance of 125 feet and a vertical 
clearance of 24.6 feet above mean high water.’ 

This question also is of current interest with respect to the design and con- 
struction of a replacement structure for the old (southbound) 14th Street Bridge.’ 
It is of future interest as the bridge clearance problem relates to the proposed 
Roaches Run Bridge, which is included in the District’s long-range highway 
program. 

Differences in the cost of the foregoing bridges, based upon fixed spans versus 
movable spans, as well as the added cost of maintaining and operating existing 
movable span highway bridges on this reach of the Potomac River, are discussed 
elsewhere in this report. 

Waterway users.—Only two commercial concerns currently operate on this 
reach of the Potomac River. Of these, the Smoot Sand and Gravel Corporation 
owns and operates vessels that haul sand and gravel obtained from downstream 
dredging sites to its distribution plant in Georgetown. The American Oil Co. 
has a contract with Spentonbush Fuel Transport Service for hauling petroleum 
products from AMOCO refineries in Yorktown, Va., to its dock in Rosslyn. Else- 
where in this report, details show how the respective interests of these current 
waterways might be affected by construction of the Constitution Avenue Bridge 
in conformity with the navigational clearances as already approved by the Chief 
of Engineers and the Secretary of the Army, and the construction of the other 
structures mentioned above with similar navigational clearances. 


METHOD OF STUDY 


Review of available data.—Following receipt of the committee's letter, the 
District of Columbia arranged for the establishment of a task force, consisting 
of representatives of the Government of the District of Columbia: of the Bureau 
of Public Roads, Department of Commerce: and of the Washington, D. C., Dis- 
trict Office. Corps of Engineers, Department of the Army. The representative 
of the Government of the District of Columbia was designated as chairman of 
this task force. This report reflects the joint efforts of these agencies, as well as 
the cooperation received from the United States Coast Guard, Department of the 
Treasury, the Maritime Administration, Department of Commerce, and the Na- 
tional Park Service. Department of the Interior. 

At the outset of the study, the task force reviewed all available documentary 
data on the subject. 

Additional data.—The task force recognized that additional information would 
be needed for as thorough study of the problem as time limits would permit. The 
information was obtained from various sources.’ 





1 Footnotes are listed in appendix TIT. A copy of the Finding of Facts. dated August 23, 
1955. in support of approval of these clearances by the Secretary of the Army is attached 
hereto as appendix IT. 
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DESCRIPTION OF NAVIGATION PROJECT 


The reach of the Potomac River between Hains Point and Key Bridge, gener- 
ally known as the Virginia Channel, has an authorized channel 24 feet deep at 
mean low water and 400 feet wide, with the width of the channel being increased, 
where necessary, to provide cross sections of 25,000 square feet at mean low 
water. The mean range of tide in this channel is 2.9 feet. 

Based on the present requirements of vessels operating in the Virginia Channel, 
this section of the Washington Harbor project is maintained to a width of 200 
feet and a depth of 20 feet at mean low water. The head of commercial navi- 
gation, as well as the upstream limit of the authorized Federal project, is at Key 
Bridge in Georgetown. Except for a commercial waterfront area, about 1 mile 
long, on the District of Columbia side of the channel in Georgetown, both banks 
of the Virginia Channel are federally owned for a distance of 5 miles or more and 
are designated as park areas, or are occupied by Government establishments. 

In past years, terminals of the Georgetown waterfront handled the bulk of 
waterborne commerce of the Washington area, which included such items as 
coal, gas, oil, lumber, pulpwood, cement, building materials, quarrystone, and 
sand gravel. In recent years the only commercial users of the Virginia Channel 
for waterway transportation are the Smoot Sand & Gravel Corp. and the Ameri- 
can Oil Co. 

On the Virginia side of the river, the waterfront activity is limited to the 
American Oil Co. terminal at Rosslyn, immediately downstream from Key Bridge. 
The terminal consists of a floating steel barge, abreast of two dolphins and a 
flexible pipeline coupling which connects two 8-inch underground pipelines which 
discharge into storage tanks on company property in Rosslyn, 1,800 feet distant 
from the floating dock. The terminal and pipelines are on Federal park prop- 
erty, the use of which was authorized by the National Park Service in a revo- 
cable permit, dated June 8, 1943.° 


HIGHWAY BRIDGE AND NAVIGATIONAL DATA 


Number of ewvisting highway bridges.—There presently are three highway 
bridges across this reach of the Potomac River. These are the new (northbound) 
14th Street Bridge; the old (southbound) 14th Street Bridge: and the Arlington 
Memorial Bridge. A fourth bridge, owned by the Pennsylvania Railroad, is 
located immediately downstream from the northbound 14th Street Bridge. All 
of these structures have movable spans which permit unlimited vertical navi- 
gational clearances when opened. When the spans are closed, the vertical navi- 
gational clearances under the four bridges in the order of their locations are 18.2 
feet, 24.6 feet, 18.2 feet, and 30.7 feet, above mean high water. 

Bridge openings for navigation.—During the past 3 calendar years, the 14th 
Street Bridges have been opened 662 times. These openings and identified users 
are shown in table 1. 


TABLE 1.—Openings per identified user 


| Amoco 
Year | Annual ; ae Smoot sand | Miscellan- 
total and gravel eous users ! 
Tanker Tug-barge 
a | 
106 Ai5 5c. ss scunganter idin's tape gct 301 | 268 8 6 | 19 
Fettiactnes i aid tia ail ile 186 | 150 3 18 | 15 
es itvnidatan salvia a ere 175 | 153 6 12 4 
Semen COGN sn ais os cease 662 | 571 17 36 38 
Percent of total_...---- iia aie 100 | 89 5.4 | 5.6 


1 This includes Coast Guard buoy maintenance vessels; the National Park Service bandstand which 
docks at the Watergate for summer concerts: the District of Columbia fireboat; and occasional recreation 
craft. 


VESSELS REQUIRING BRIDGE OPENINGS 


Miscellaneous users.—The number of bridge openings for passage of the ves- 
sels listed under “Miscellaneous” in table 1 are not sufficient to warrant mov- 
able spans in new bridges. The National Park Service bandstand is constructed 
on a flat barge. The superstructure can be dismounted so as to permit passage 
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under fixed bridges. At the April 1955 public hearing, a representative of the 
United States Coast Guard stated that the Coast Guard vessels which require 
bridge openings actually service five buoys that aid navigation. By shifting to 
lighter buoys, the Coast Guard could service the buoys with a small boat that 
could pass under a fixed bridge. The Coast Guard estimated that replacement 
of the buoys and added maintenance of the lighter buoys would increase its costs 
about $1,000 annually. Information is not available on the characteristics of 
other vessels in this grouping. 

Smoot Sand & Gravel Corp.—At the April 11, 1955, hearing of the Corps of 
Engineers, the Smoot Sand & Gravel Corp. representative stated (1) that the 
Smoot tugs and barges are designed to go under the Potomac River bridges in 
closed position at low water and ordinary high water; (2) that the company owns 
two lighters with A-frames which require about 40 feet vertical clearance and 
which are used to deepen the dock area at Georgetown ; and (3) that the company 
stops its operations when flood stages go over its dock, which is estimated to be 7 
feet above mean low water. The Smoot firm also is concerned about being able 
to get its tugs and barges downstream below the bridges during freshets. Smoot 
contends that such movements might not be possible if fixed bridges with 24.6- 
foot vertical clearance above mean high water should be constructed. 

By letter dated October 15, 1956, the Smoot Sand & Gravel Corp. furnished 
additional information to the district engineer, Washington, District, Corps of 
Engineers, relative to certain conditions associated with the delivery of sand 
and gravel to their Georgetown plant, and to other matters which they consider 
to be pertinent to a determination as to whether or not a bridge over the Potomac 
River in the vicinity of Constitution Avenue should be provided with a drawspan.® 

The firm called attention to the fact that depletion of sand and gravel from 
local deposits will soon require the delivery of aggregates to their Georgetown 
plant from more distant points, by “open water” tugs and barges which will be 
greater in height than the height limit of 24.6 feet above mean high water pro- 
posed in the Constitution Avenue Bridge. They indicated that if sand and 
gravel were not available to ready-mixed concrete customers in Georgetown, 
trucking of aggregates through the city from their plant on the Anacostia River 
would cost from $0.93 to $1.25 more per cubic yard and that on the basis of 
average annual sales the public would be required to pay an additional $579,000 
per year for sand and gravel. 

In considering the views of the Smoot firm, it is assured that future operations 
at more distant deposits would still be within the limits of the Potomac River. 
If this be the case, it is not apparent that deliveries of sand and gravel to the 
Georgetown area would be affected by failure to obtain towing and delivery 
equipment capable of operating in the open waters of the lower Potomac and also 
capable of passing under a fixed height of 24.6 feet above mean high water as 
now provided under the closed drawspan of the new northbound 14th Street 
Bridge and as approved by the Secretary of the Army for the fixed channel span 
in the proposed Constitution Avenue Bridge. Towboats having a maximum 
height of 22 feet above the water line are now being successfully used in barging 
petroleum products from Piney Point, Md., to Washington and similar operations 
with low-clearance equipment on other inland waterways are a matter of record. 
Present equipment used by the Smoot Co. in delivering sand and gravel to their 
Georgetown plant consists of tugs and barges having a maximum height above 
the waterline of 17 feet. 

Other matters considered by the Smoot firm to be pertinent to the matter 
include maintenance dredging and the disposal of ice in sections of the river 
upstream of the bridge site and the fact that certain waterfront property owners 
in the Georgetown area were not advised of a public hearing to consider plans 
for a fixed bridge. 

The matters of maintenance dredging and ice were given thorough considera- 
tion by the Corps of Engineers prior to the approval of plans for the fixed bridge 
over the Potomac River at Constitution Avenue and these problems were not 
considered to be of sufficient importance as to justify the provision of a draw- 
span in the proposed bridge. The public notice requesting attendance at a public 
hearing was sent to all known interested persons. It was the subject of news 
articles in the local papers and the public notice concluded with the statement: 
“It is requested that you communicate the foregoing information concerning 
the proposed bridge to any person known by you to be interested and who not 
being known to this office, do not receive a copy of this notice.” 

American Oil Co.—As shown in table 1, the greatest number of drawspan 
openings are required to accommodate tankers hauling petroleum products to 
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Amoco’s dock at Rosslyn. According to information recently received from 
Amoco and its contract carrier, the Spentonbush Fuel Transport Service, bridge 
openings are not required for upstream movement of laden oil barges and tugs; 
but bridge openings are required for downstream movement of the empty barges 
because the fixed projections of the light vessels extend above the underclearances 
of the bridges. However, both Amoco and Spentonbush point out that it would 
be impractical to use the oil barges and tugs instead of the tanker. They state 
that the smaller vessels cannot safely navigate the open waters of Chesapeake 
Bay during adverse weather. 

These views were stated in an October 16, 1956, letter from Amoco to the dis- 
trict engineer, Corps of Engineers,’ and reiterated in a recent conference with 
this task force, incidental to the preparation of this report. 

The salient points presented by Amoco in the above-mentioned letter and at the 
conference are: 

1. Construction of a fixed bridge with a 24.6-foot vertical clearance above 
mean high water would deny Amoco use of the river with self-propelled 
motor tankers, which require a vertical clearance of about 70 feet, to pass 
high masts on the vessels. If the masts can be lowered, a 50-foot vertical 
clearance would be satisfactory. 

2. The waterway route between the Amoco refinery at Yorktown and 
Rosslyn makes use of smaller types of vessels impractical. 

3. Denial of the river to self-propelled tankers would necessitate truck 
movements of Amoco petroleum products from Baltimore, at a cost of 26 
cents per barrel above present waterway-transportation costs, or an addi- 
tional cost of $700,000 to $750,000 annually. According to Amoco, this is 
based upon a 1956 waterway movement of 2,251,000 barrels of petroleum 
products, as well as a projected increase of such movements to 3,300,000 
barrels if additional storage is provided at Rosslyn. 

4. With such a change in operations and costs, the Rosslyn plant, which 
covers about 414 acres and represent an investment of over $1 million, 
would cease to be of use to Amoco, and would necessitate resale of the 
property at a loss estimated by Amoco of more than $600,000. Closure of 
the Rosslyn plant, Amoco contends, also would lead to dismissal of about 
150 employees having a payroll of about $765,000 annually. 

The Amoco letter also mentions the nature of its tenancy on Federal property 
under the jurisdiction of the National Park Service. At the conference, Amoco 
agreed that the revocable permit issued by the National Park Service (see ap- 
pendix III) fully describes all the right, title, and interest Amoco has in the 
wharf, and in its right to locate its pipelines on Federal property parallel to and 
under George Washington Memorial Parkway. 

It is noted that Amoco pays to the National Capital Park Service a rental of 
$50 per year for the use of this property. 

As the principal user of vessels which require approximately 89 percent of 
the openings of movable spans in bridges across this reach of the Potomac River, 
the company is of the opinion that it has the right to require an expenditure of 
public funds totaling approximately $5 million for the construction of movable 
spans in future highway bridges across the Potomac, and an expenditure of 
$112,000 annually to maintain and operate the drawspans on such bridges and 
other existing bridges." These costs do not include the added cost to motorists 
resulting in vehicular delays during the opening of each bridge, for accommo- 
dation of any one vessel as it moves upstream or downstream. The amount 
of such additional vehicular cost would depend upon the number of openings 
during that year. For estimating purposes, this added vehicular cost may vary 
from $10,000 annually to $40,000 for the 4 highway bridges. 

Comments concerning Amoco views.—All of the foregoing costs can be saved 
the general public through construction of fixed highway bridges in conformity 
with the navigational clearances as already approved by the Secretary of the 
Army for the proposed Constitution Avenue Bridge. With respect to Amoco 
views, as stated in its letter and summarized above, the following observations 
are made: 

1. The entire waterway route from Yorktown to Rosslyn, Va., lies within the 
inland waters of the United States.’ 

2. The statutory rules of the road with respect to running lights on vessels 
navigating the inland waters permit a substantially lower height of the forward 
and aft white lights than are required under the international rules.” 

3. The self-propelled tankers which have been carrying Amoco products are 
licensed by the United States Coast Guard to operate coastwise, where the in- 
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ternational rules with respect to the running lights apply. Under these circum- 
stances, the above-mentioned 70-foot vertical-clearance requirement, which 
Amoco and Spentonbush contend is needed to accommodate their vessels, may 
well be the required height of the aft light for vessels operating in coastal waters. 
However, such a vertical clearance is not required for running lights on the 
identical vessel when it operates on the inland waters. Also, as demonstrated by 
collapsible masts on vessels elsewhere, it is possible to hinge or telescope masts 
to permit passage of vessels under bridges which would otherwise restrict move- 
ment of such vessels.” 

4. Table 1 shows that, during calendar year 1956, tankers hauling petroleum 
products required 153 openings of Highway Bridge. These openings repre- 
sented round-trip movements. Through identification of the name, capacity, and 
frequency of openings required by each of these vessels during 1956, it was 
determined that—assuming full loads—the vessels carried between 900,000 
barrels and 1 million barrels of petroleum products to Rosslyn. This would indi- 
eate that approximately 1,251,000 barrels of the 2,251,000 barrels reported by 
Amoco as having been moved by waterway either were transported by tug and 
barge from Yorktown, Va., or by truck tank from Baltimore, Md. In this re- 
gard, only six openings of the Highway Bridge were required during calendar 
year 1956 for accommodation of light tugs and oil barges on their return trip 
from Rosslyn. 

5. The data revealed in the foregoing paragraph indicate that the monetary 
effect on Amoco of fixed bridges across the Potomac River above Hains Point, 
having navigational clearances in conformity with those already approved by 
the Secretary of the Army for the proposed Constitution Avenue Bridge, would he 
substantially less than $700,000 to $750,000 annually, as claimed by the company. 
There also is the question of having the Federal Government and the District 
of Columbia undertake a capital investment of about $5,000,000 and continuing 
annual costs of $112,000, in the form of providing unobstructed navigational 
clearances in publicly owned highway bridges, to protect a private investment of 
something more than $1,000,000 which, according to Amoco, might depreciate to 
about $400,000 if the substantially greater public expenditures are not made. 

6. If Amoco should find that suitable vessels are not currently available to 
move its products by waterway from Yorktown to Rosslyn, as a continuing opera- 
tion, the company can give further consideration to installation of two 10-inch 
pipelines and pumping stations between its plant at Rosslyn and the Potomac 
River at Four Mile Run, just below the Washington National Airport. Prelimi- 
nary estimates indicate that such an installation would cost between $1,000,000 
and $1,500,000, including the cost of 4 pumping stations, 2 for each line. Mainte- 
nance and operation of the pumping stations would cost about $20,000 annually. 
The entire pipeline could be located on Federal property. 

7. As a possible alternative to the above-mentioned pipeline, Amoco or its 
contract carrier may wish to explore further the design and construction of one 
or more self-propelled oil tankers which can be accommodated under the fixed 
bridges being contemplated here. According to Amoco and Spentonbush, such a 
tanker, with a capacity of about 14,500 barrels, would cost between $1,800,000 
and $2,000,000. This cost estimate has been confirmed by the United States 
Maritime Administration, Department of Commerce, as being reasonable, which 
also pointed out that special consideration would have to be given to the design 
and construction of a vessel to serve this need. With respect to this alternative, 
it is recognized that there is a substantial difference in capital investment be- 
tween the cost of such specially designed tankers and the cost of the pipeline 
mentioned above. Also, use of such tankers might necessitate further expansion 
of storage facilities at the Amoco plant in Rossyln beyond the additional storage 
facilities the company is currently holding in abeyance. These and related 
problems. and the costs involved, would require further study to determine more 
clearly whether there is a real merit to this alternative. 


TUNNEL VERSUS BRIDGE AT CONSTITUTION AVENUE 


This part of the report responds to a request from the committee to report 
upon the alternative of a tunnel at the same general site of a bridge in the 
vicinity of Constitution Avenue. The District of Columbia and the Bureau 
of Public Roads concur in the estimates of $24,500,000 for a 6-lane bridge and 
its approaches, and of $52 million for a 6-lane tunnel and its approaches as re- 
ported in April 7, 1955, by a special committee of the National Capital Planning 





| 
i 
| 


CROSSING OF THE POTOMAC RIVER 237 


Commission. The approaches included in this estimate cover the same areas 
and service as those included in the approved 6-lane bridge plan and estimate. 
The difference between the approaches of these types of facilities are primarily 
in the details of the approaches. Because of sustained steep gradients in the 
tunnel design, the latter will not accommodate traffic as adequately as a bridge. 
These two representatives also agree that the cost of maintaining and operating 
a 6-lane tunnel is substantially greater than the cost of maintaining and operat- 
ing a 6-lane bridge. 


RIPARIAN RIGHTS AND NAVIGATIONAL RIGHTS 


A statement, identified as appendix VI, prepared by the General Counsel 
of the Bureau of Public Roads, Department of Commerce, distinguishes be- 
tween riparian rights of landowners whose property abuts a navigable water- 
way, as a compensable property right which may not be taken except by due 
process of law, and the public right of navigation, which is a noncompensable 
right belonging to the general public and which can be extinguished by act of 
Congress. 

PHOTOGRAPHS 


Photographs showing characteristics of different vessels, the AMOCO dock 
at Rosslyn, and a substantial portion of the Georgetown Harbor area, are 
included in appendix VII. 

Photograph No. 1 shows the tanker A. H. Dumont, operated by the Spenton- 
bush Fuel Transport Service, discharging cargo at the AMOCO dock. Attention 
is invited to the height of the pilothouse on the vessel, the AMOCO floating dock, 
with the two pipelines in the center foreground, and a large portion of the 
Georgetown Harbor area in the background. 

Photograph No. 2 shows the dumb barge Hygrade No. 8, operated by Spenton- 
bush Fuel Transport Service, discharging oil at the AMOCO dock at Rosslyn, 
and shows the dock area in relation to the George Washington Memorial Park- 
way on the right, and to Theodore Roosevelt Island in the upper background. 

Photograph No. 3 shows Poling Bros. No. 9, a self-propelled oil tanker which, 
with its hinged projections that extend above the pilothouse, could be navigated 
under the fixed highway bridge being contemplated here. This vessel now oper- 
ates to other terminals in the Washington Harbor area. 

Photograph No. 4 shows the self-propelled oil tanker F’. A. Verdon, operated by 
Spentonbush Fuel Transport Service, at the AMOCO dock. It also points out 
the proximity of the dock to Key Bridge. 


APPENDIX I 


1. By Public Law 704, 838d Congress, 2d session, approved August 30, 1954, the 
construction of a bridge in the vicinity of Constitution Avenue was authorized. In 
1955, the Commissioners of the District of Columbia made application to the Corps 
of Engineers for approval of plans for the new bridge. The plans provided for a 
fixed channel span with horizontal clearance of 125 feet between fenders and 
vertical clearance of 24.6 feet at mean high water. 

Pursuant to Public Notice No. 468, issued by the Corps of Engineers under date 
of April 11, 1955, a public hearing was held by the district engineer on May 10, 
1955. The proposed location and clearances for the new bridge were attached to 
the notice. At this hearing, the representatives of the District of Columbia pre- 
sented some data showing how the best interests of the general public would be 
served through the smaller construction cost of a fixed span. They requested 
that the waterway interests be required to show on the record of the hearing, an 
equal or greater savings to offset the cost of a movable span. 

A number of companies representing the navigation interests later testified at 
the hearing and submitted facts and cost data which they claimed substantiated 
their request for a movable span. 

After the hearing, the Corps of Engineers reviewed and considered all the facts 
which were brought out at the hearing and later prepared a formal finding of fact 
which concluded that a fixed span bridge with a vertical clearance of 24.6 feet 
above mean high water, would not interfere unreasonably with present or prospec- 
tive navigation on the waterway. The location and plans for the bridge were ap- 
proved by the Secretary of the Army on August 23, 1955. 
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During the 84th Congress, legislation was sought to effect a change in the loca 
tion of the bridge, so as to permit the structure to touch Roosevelt Island. In 
congressional consideration of this proposal, a question as to the need for a mov- 
able span in the bridge was raised. This question was not resolved, and the pro- 
posal failed of enactment. 

2. Funds already have been made available for the design of this replacement 
structure, and arrangements are underway to undertake the design work. In ad- 
dition, S. 1042, 85th Congress, would grant authority to proceed with the con- 
struction. 

8. The documentary data initially reviewed included : 

(a) The transport of a public hearing held by the Corps of Engineers, De- 
partment of the Army, Tuesday, May 10, 1955, concerning the application of 
the Commissioners of the District of Columbia for approval of plans of a 
bridge to be constructed over the Potomac River, between the foot of Con- 
stitution Avenue and the northern end of Columbia Island. 

(b) The findings of fact, prepared by the Corps of Engineers, Department 
of the Army, which accompanied the instrument of approval of plans of the 
bridge with a vertical clearance of 24.6 feet above mean high water and a 
horizontal clearance of 125 feet. 

(c) Subsequent letters written to the district engineer, Corps of Engi- 
neers, one being from the Smoot Sand & Gravel Corp., dated October 15, 1956, 
and the other being from the American Oil Co., dated October 16, 1956. 

(d) The records of the District of Columbia concerning the frequency and 
number of openings of Highway Bridge for accommodation of vessels and 
an identification of the vessels which require such openings. 

(e) The annual tonnages of waterway traffic moving on this reach of the 
Potomac River in recent years, based upon annual reports of the Corps of 
Engineers. 

(f) Photographs of vessels navigating this region of the Potomac River, 
with special reference to identifying the vessels and the projections on the 
vessels which require openings of these bridges, made available by the Corps 
of Engineers. 

4. The following additional information was obtained from the sources in- 
dicated. 

(a) A permit for pipelines under George Washington Memorial Parkway, 
dated June 8, 1943, was issued by the Department of the Interior to the American 
Oil Co., furnished by the National Park Service. 

(b) An analysis of court decisions which identify the rights of property owners 
whose interests might be affected by having bridge clearances below such prop- 
erties established below clearances which existed theretofore, furnished by the 
Bureau of Public Roads. 

(c) Information from the United States Coast Guard, Department of the 
Treasury, on the rules of the road which govern the height at which lights on 
vessels must be established. 

(d) Information from the Corps of Bngineers as to whether there are available 
other types of vessels hauling petroleum products which might be used to serve 
the needs of the American Oil Co. 

(e) Interviews by the task force with representatives of the American Oil Co., 
and Spentonbush Fuel Transport Service, the waterway contract carrier of 
Amoco petroleum products. 

(f) Information on tanker costs furnished by the Maritime Administration, 
Department of Commerce. 

5. A copy of the permit is enclosed as appendix ITI. 

6. A copy of the letter, with its attachments, is enclosed as appendix IV. 

7. A copy of the letter is enclosed as appendix V. 

8. The estimated construction cost of $5 million for movable spans in three 
highway bridges was arrived at by adjusting estimates of such costs, made in 
April 1955, to the Bureau of Public Roads Structural Construction Cost Index 
for the last quarter of calendar year 1956. Amortized over a period of a 70-year 
useful life of the bridges at 3% percent (Inwood coefficient of 26.003) this $5 
million would require an expenditure of $192,000 annually. 

The estimated cost of $112,000 annually for maintenance and operation of the 
movable spans in such bridges is based upon $76,000 as the estimate for District 
of Columbia bridges and $36,000 for the Arlington Memorial Bridge which is 
maintained by the National Park Service. On the basis of the foregoing figures, 
the total annual cost to the public exclusive of the cost of vehicular delays, would 
be $304,000. 
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9. According to the United States Coast Guard, the boundary line of the inland 
waters of the United States at the entrance of Chesapeake Bay is a line drawn 
from Cape Henry Lighthouse to Cape Henry Junction lighted whistle buoy; 
thence to Cape Charles Lighthouse (33 CFR 82.30). The waters inside of this 
line are inland waters. 

10. According to the United States Coast Guard, International Rules 2, 10, 
and 29, in summarized form, require separate red and green side lights; a separate 
stern light and two white lights along the centerline of the vessel. The first of 
these 2 white lights, which must be located forward of the beam, must be at least 
20 feet above the hull (usually identified as the main deck). If the beam is 
more than 20 feet, the height of the forward white light must be at least equal to 
the beam in all cases where the beam does not exceed 40 feet. Where the beam 
does exceed 40 feet, the minimum height of the forward light is 40 feet above 
the hull. The aft light must be back of the forward light, at least 15 feet higher, 
and at least 3 times the difference in height behind the forward light. 

Under articles 2, 10, and 29 of the Inland Rules, similar lighting (side lights 
and two white lights) is required. However, there is an appreciable difference 
in the required height and separation of the white lights. In this regard, there 
is no prescribed height for the forward white light other than a requirement that 
it must be clearly visible for a minimum distance of 5 miles. The after white light 
must be back of the forward white light and at least 15 feet higher, but no mini- 
mum horizontal setback is required other than that the separation must be suffi- 
cient to create a range under the rules. 

Even though the inland rules do not spell out the minimum height of the 
forward white light, the rules state elsewhere that the position of the lights 
should not interfere with proper lookout or the ordinary practice of seamen. 
Under this general rule, the forward light must be above the line of vision which 
is controlled by the structure of the vessel, particularly the pilothouse and its 
location and height with respect to the bow. Therefore, practical considerations 
require the forward light to be above the line of vision from the pilothouse. The 
aft light must be 15 feet higher than the forward light. 

11. The feasibility of hinging or telescoping masts and other projections is 
discussed in the February 1955 report of the Department of Commerce, entitled 
“Navigational Clearance Requirements for Highway and Railroad Bridges,” pp. 
49-82. Other sources of similar data also are listed therein. 


APPENDIx IT 
FINDINGS OF FACT 


Application of the Commissioners, District of Columbia for approval of plans 
of a fixed bridge to be constructed across the Potomac River at the foot of 
Constitution Avenue NW., Washington, D. C. 


1. Law authorizing construction 
An act of Congress approved August 30, 1954. 
2. Proposed structure 


The plans provide for a fixed channel span, located over the Federal project 
channel, with horizontal clearance of 125 feet between fenders and vertical clear- 
ances of 27.5 feet at mean low water and 24.6 feet at mean high water for a width 
of 80 feet. 

3. Federal project 

The Federal project for this section of Washington Harbor which includes 
the Potomac River (Virginia Channel) between Giesboro Point and Key Bridge 
provides for a channel 24 feet deep and 400 feet wide. 


, 


4. Status of Federal project 

Because of changed conditions since adoption of the Federal project for Wash- 
ington Harbor in 1935 the channel has been maintained to a depth of 20 feet for 
a width of 200 feet. These dimensions have been satisfactory for the type of 
vessels using the Virginia Channel. Commercial waterfront activities upstream 
from the site of the proposed bridge have remained stable since 1944 and there 
has been no indication that greater channel dimensions will be required for future 
activities. Should it develop that dredging is required upstream from the site 
of the proposed bridge, it is considered that small equipment could be utilized 
at moderate additional cost. 
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5. Tributary area 


(a) The head of commercial navigation as well as the upstream limit of the 
authorized channel project is at Key Bridge, Georgetown, D. C., 1.7 miles up- 
stream of the bridge under consideration. Both banks of the Virginia Channel 
for a distance of 5 miles downstream of the bridge site are federally owned 
and are designated as park areas or are occupied by Government establishments. 
The Federal park area extends upstream from the bridge site on the Virginia 
shore, a distance of 2 miles, and on the District of Columbia shore, a distance 
of one-half mile where it joins the commercial waterfront of Georgetown. Only 
3,500 lineal feet of property along the District of Columbia shore are privately 
owned. This area has been available for industrial improvement and use for 
many years but there have been no new developments since 1941. In past years 
terminals on the 1 mile of waterfront at Georgetown handled the bulk of water- 
borne commerce for the Washington area. The only waterfront activity ip 
Georgetown today is the Smoot Sand and Gravel plant which processes and dis- 
tributes material received from downstream river deposits. 

(b) The only other commercial waterfront activity upstream of the bridge 
site is at the American Oil Co. terminal at Rosslyn, Va., immediately down- 
stream of Key Bridge. The terminal consists of a floating steel barge abreast 
of dolphins and a flexible pipeline coupling which connects to two 8-inch under- 
ground pipelines which discharge into storage tanks on company property in 

tosslyn, Va., 1,800 feet distant from the floating dock. The terminal and pipe- 
lines are on Federal park property, the use of which was authorized by the Na- 
tional Park Service in a revocable permit dated June 8, 1943. 

(c) Rail connections serve the freight requirements of the Georgetown area 
from the main line of the B. & O. Railroad, and the Rosslyn area from the Penn- 
sylvania Railroad. While water-te-rail transfer facilities are available at 
Georgetown there is no record of such transfers having been made at either 
location. 


6. Nature and extent of present navigation 

(a) Commerce.—For the 10-year period from 1945 through 1954, commerce 
passing the bridge site has averaged 969,178 tons annually. The minimum, 
722.681 tons was reported in 1945, the maximum, 1,123,454 was in 1948. Pre- 
liminary estimates indicate that commerce in 1954 was 1,049,225 tons of which 
815,923 or 78 percent was sand and gravel, and 233,502 tons or 22 percent was 
petroleum products as follows: 
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1 Preliminary May 6, 1955. 


(b) Vessel traffic—The Smoot Sand & Gravel Corp. operates six tugboats 
and a large number of barges, between Georgetown and sand and gravel deposits 
located in the river in the vicinity of Alexandria. Stacks and masts on tugs 
have been hinged or designed to pass under a height of 17 feet. During the 
ealendar year 1954, tugs and barges made 977 trips to the Georgetown plant. 
Six trips were made by lighters. 

The American Oil Co. terminal in Rosslyn receives shipments of petroleum prod- 
ucts, which up to March 25, 1955, were delivered from Norfolk, Va., in self- 
propelled tankers under contract with the Spentonbush Fuel Transport Service. 
Subsequent to March 1955 deliveries have been made from Norfolk by low-house 
tugs and barges, with loaded drafts of 12 feet and maximum heights of 15 feet 
above the waterline. Mast heights of tankers used range from 40 to 63 feet, and 
pilot houses and stacks on the same vessels range from 25 to 40 feet. 

One channel buoy has been established by the Coast Guard upstream of the 
proposed brige site which requires a tender type vessel with height of 42 feet 
for maintenance. The Coast Guard has indicated that this buoy can be replaced 
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with a type that can be serviced with a vessel capable of passing under the 
proposed bridge. 

The District of Columbia fireboat is required for waterfront alarms in the 
Georgetown area as well as in other parts of Washington Harbor and for rescue 
and salvage of stranded persons and vessels adrift. The fireboat is in need of 
extensive repairs and consideration is being given to a replacement which would 
pass under the proposed bridge. 

Approximately 2,500 recreational craft of all types are registered with the 
harbormaster. Boating water for the larger recreational craft is limited to a 
point about 2 miles upstream of the bridge site, above which narrowing channels, 
swift currents, and submerged rocks make boating hazardous. Of the 2,500 rec- 
reational craft, approximately 1 percent of the inboard boats have a height 
greater than 25 feet. Sailboats use waters downstream from the bridge. Race 
courses for the President’s Cup Regatta, collegiate shell races, and other aquatic 
events are located in an area approximately 2 miles below the proposed site of 
the bridge. The bridge would therefore not offer an unreasonable obstruction 
to recreational craft. 


nx 


?. Views of interested parties 

The Smoot Sand & Gravel Corp. has testified that a river stage of 20 feet at 
Harpers Ferry, W. Va., results in a downriver stage which tops the bulkhead of 
the firm’s plant at Georgetown, at which time deliveries of sand and gravel are 
suspended. The equivalent stage at the site of the proposed bridge is approxi- 
mately 7 feet above mean low water. The maximum height of tugs owned by 
the Smoot Co. is 17 feet. Assuming a safety factor of 2 feet between the high 
point of vessel and underclearance of the bridge for safe passage, a fixed bridge 
with a minimum vertical clearance of 26 feet above mean low water in the chan- 
nel span would not interfere with tugs and barges now delivering sand and 
gravel to the Georgetown plant of the Smoot Sand & Gravel Corp. Two lighters 
which this firm brings to the Georgetown plant on occasions for slip dredging and 
dock repairs require a clear height of 43 feet and 54 feet, respectively. Use made 
of this equipment is similar to construction activities performed at other locations 
by land-based equipment mounted on barges or platforms or operated from river- 
banks not accessible to heavy lighters. Approval of a fixed bridge with an under- 
clearance of less than 43 feet above mean high water, while resulting in some 
inconvenience in this respect, would not preclude the performance of such main- 
tenance by land-based equipment available in the area. 

The American Oil Co., whose storage facilities for gasoline and heating oils 
located at Rosslyn, Va., serves the metropolitan area of Washington, has stated 
that the proposed bridge would preclude the use of self-propelled tankers for 
delivery of fuel to these facilities. The mast heights of these tankers have re- 
ported heights of 40 to 63 feet above the waterline. Pilothouses and stacks on 
the same vessels range from 25 to 40 feet. Operating officials have indicated 
that the vessels have been constructed for coastwise traffic and that the high 
points are parts of permanent structures which cannot be cut down or removed. 
In addition to the use of self-propelled tankers, the American Oil Co. uses tugs 
and barges for delivery of fuel to their facilities at Rosslyn, Va. Company offi- 
cials have stated that deliveries must be made by self-propelled tankers under 
adverse weather conditions, assumed to be 20 to 25 percent of the time. Con- 
ditions under which tugs and barges cannot be used have been described by 
American Oil Co. representatives as including high winds which, in the open 
waters of Chesapeake Bay and the lower Potomac, are hazardous to the operation 
of low freeboard barges and tugs; fog requiring radar equipment not practical 
for use on small tugs; and ice conditions. Low tugs and barges which can be 
used for about 75 to 8O percent of the time have a maximum fixed height of 15 
feet above the waterline. The river stage above which tugs and barges could not 
operate, is estimated to be 7 feet above mean low water. Assuming a safety factor 
of 2 feet between the high point of vessel and underclearance of the bridge for 
safe passage, a fixed bridge with a minimum vertical clearance of 24 feet above 
mean low water in the channel span would not interfere with tug and barge 
operations. 


8. Analysis of costs 


District of Columbia officials have indicated that a drawspan of double leaf 
bascule type could be provided in the proposed bridge with a stone face at an 
additional cost of $1,900,000 or $73,000 annually amortized over 70 years at 3% 
percent. The cost is $400,000 less for a steel structure with the same type draw- 
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span. This difference in cost is not considered a justifiable charge to the needs of 
navigation. Therefore, the total increased annual cost of providing for the needs 
of navigation is as follows: 

Annual cost 


Added cost of movable span ($1,500,000 amortized over 70 years at 
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aks AN bs wt cclegih ds cian cca ad ecalcateh Gels woh inirvncihiap aladileenkel itn $34, 600 
a rk Lr eat lickin eoseeieh dm esis aoa Eee oe 1, 400 
I BT a, ols stsabibtipnlcbsnind ube ah deere dlendenlanlag 20, 000 = 
56, ¢ 
iN aS kl te bins prema ghanehiy eae 102, 000 


The American Oil Co. has indicated that should a fixed bridge be approved 
with insufficient clearances for passage of the tankers, their additional annual 
transportation cost would be as follows: 

Annual cost 





Use of tugs and barges in lieu of tankers (80 percent of the time) —--_-- $40, 000 

Supplemental trucking (20 percent of the time from Curtis Bay, Balti- 
ee es, We, (WR Peis a i ne ta 2 wt cttw 55, 000 
Capital investment ($50,000 for necessary automotive equipment) ~~~ 5, 000 
ae eS a os i a eB a od Pee 100, 000 


Therefore, the total annual cost of a movable span is approximately equal to 
the annual cost to navigation interests should a low level fixed bridge be con- 
structed. 


9. Conclusions 


Based on the following findings, it is concluded that a fixed bridge with a 
vertical clearance of 27.5 feet above mean low water will not interfere unreason- 
ably with present or prospective navigation on the waterway : 

(a) Commercial waterfront activities upstream from the proposed site of the 
bridge have remained static since 1944. 

(6) Extensive areas along the waterway upstream and downstream from the 
proposed site of the bridge are federally owned and are designated park areas 
or occupied by Government establishments. 

(c) Development of the waterway upstream from the proposed site of the 
bridge does not appear to be likely. 

(d@) Maintenance of the Smoot Sand & Gravel Corp. facilities can be performed 
by land-based equipment. 

(e) The unloading facilities of the American Oil Co. are located on federally 
owned park areas under the provisions of a revocable permit issued by the Na- 
tional Park Service. 

(f) The additional annual cost to the American Oil Co. in performing alterna- 
tive operations resulting from a fixed bridge is not considered unreasonable in the 
light of the public interests involved. 


APPENDIX III 
PERMIT FOR PIPELINES, GEORGE WASHINGTON MEMORIAL PARKWAY 


Whereas the National Capital Park and Planning Commission acting for and 
in behalf of the United States of America has acquired the fee title to certain 
lands in Arlington County, Va., comprising an irregular strip lying along the 
southerly bank of the Potomac River and the westerly bank of the Little River, 
extending southerly from Key Bridge to Memorial Bridge, which said land has 
been acquired in the development of the National Capital parkway system and 
in particular for the parkway to be known as the George Washington Memorial 
Parkway, and 

Whereas the jurisdiction and control of all parkways and lands acquired for 
that purpose in Arlington County, Va., is vested in the Department of the In- 
terior under and by virtue of the acts of Congress approved June 6, 1924 (43 
Stat. 463), December 22, 1928 (45 Stat. 1070), February 26, 1925 (48 Stat. 983), 
and May 29, 1930 (46 Stat. 482), and Executive Order No. 6166, dated June 10, 


1933, issued pursuant to the act of Congress approved March 3, 1933 (47 Stat. 
1517) ; and 
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Whereas American Oil Co., a Maryland corporation, having business offices at 
Baltimore & South Streets, Baltimore, Md., has made application for a right-of- 
way extending along and crossing over the said parkway lands as indicated on 
plat designated : 


Location Plan 





Showing Proposed Pipe Lines 
For American Oil Company 
situate 
George Washington Memorial Parkway 
near Rosslyn, Virginia. Dated May 7, 1943 


for the purpose of installing, maintaining and operating not exceeding two (2) 
pipelines, one (1) rigid conduit for electrical current and mooring float and en- 
closure for pumping unit and hose for the unloading and transportation of crude 
petroleum and/or the products and/or the byproducts thereof; and 

Whereas the granting of permission, as hereinafter provided, for the use of 
parkway lands for said pipelines, conduit and mooring float will not substantially 
injure the interests of the United States in the said lands affected thereby nor 
will it be incompatible with the public interest, and 

Whereas the county of Arlington and the State of Virginia contributed one-half 
the cost of the acquisition of these lands and entered into an agreement with the 
National Capital Park and Planning Commission dated June 23, 1934, providing 
among other things as follows: 

(4) That the parties to this agreement agree as to the location and develop- 
ment of a county wharf on the area so designated on plan No. 104.2-142, filed and 
made a part of this agreement as follows: 

“That whenever the county of Arlington is desirous of developing a county 
wharf on the area so designated, the National Commission pledges itself to co- 
operate with the county of Arlington, Va., and State of Virginia in securing the 
necessary legislation for this purpose, and aid in every other reasonable way in 
making this property available to the county of Arlington for a county wharf, 
provided that the plans for the development and operation of said wharf have 
the joint approval of the National Commission and the County Board of Arling- 
ton County or their successors.” ; and 

Whereas said mooring float will be attached to the property set aside by this 
agreement as a county wharf; and 

Whereas the county of Arlington does not desire to develop such wharf at this 
time. 

Now, therefore, This is to certify that the Secretary of the Interior, under the 
authority vested in him by virtue of having jurisdiction and control over said 
parkway lands, and in consideration of the immediate payment of $7,700 installa- 
tion fee, and rental of $50 per year to be paid annually in advance, beginning 
April 1, 1943, hereby grants unto said American Oil Co., its successors and as- 
signs (hereinafter sometimes referred to as the “permittee”) permission, revoc- 
able at the will of the Secretary of the Interior, to install, maintain, operate, 
replace and remove not exceeding 2 pipelines of not more than 8 inches in in- 
ternal diameter, to be placed in close proximity to one another, 1 rigid conduit 
for electrical current, and a mooring float for the unloading and transportation 
of crude petroleum and/or the products and/or byproducts thereof, along, 
through, under and across the said parkway lands above described at the approxi- 
mate location indicated on the said plat hereinbefore referred to, photostat copy 
of which plat is attached and made a part hereof. 

This permit is issued subject to the following conditions: 

1. That the said pipelines and conduit shall be laid and installed at such depth 
that the top of the pipes will not be less than 3 feet below the surface of the 
ground, except where a lesser depth has been approved by the Director of the 
National Park Service or his authorized representative. 

2. That the installation, operation, and maintenance of said pipelines, conduit, 
and mooring float shall be accomplished without cost or expense to the United 
States of America, under the general supervision and approval of the Director 
of the National Park Service or his authorized representative. 

8. That any damage caused to the property of the United States, or its assigns, 
incident to the installation, operation, and maintenance of said pipelines, conduit, 
and mooring float shall be promptly repaired by the permittee at its expense, or 
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in the event such damage is not repairable the permittee will reimburse the United 
States therefor. Any such repair work to be performed by the permittee shall 
be accomplished subject to the general supervision and approval of the Director 
of the National Park Service or his authorized representative. 

4. That the permittee shall supervise and inspect the pipelines and conduit 
regularly and shall immediately repair any leaks found therein. Upon complet- 
ing the installation of said pipelines and conduit or making any repairs thereto, 
the ground shall be immediately restored by the permittee insofar as is possible 
to the same condition as that in which it existed prior to the commencement of 
such work. Any timber or other landscape feature scarred or damaged by the 
permittee shall be removed, trimmed up or restored as nearly as possible to its 
original condition at the expense of the permittee in a manner satisfactory to 
the Director of the National Park Service or his authorized representative. 

5. That the United States shall not be responsible for any injuries to persons 
or damage to property which may arise incident to the installation, maintenance, 
and operation of said pipelines, conduit, and mooring float, and the permittee 
shall save the United States harmless from any and all such claims. 

6. That the use and occupancy of said parkway lands incident to the installa- 
tion, maintenance, and operation of said pipelines, conduit, and mooring float 
shall be subject to such rules and regulations as the Secretary of the Interior 
or his duly authorized representative may from time to time prescribe. 

7. That in the event that in the construction of said parkway the said pipelines 
and conduit as located shall, at any point or points, not conform to the grade or 
grades established for the drive or roadway to be located thereon, or shall in 
any other respect interfere with the construction of said parkway, the permittee 
shall upon written request of the Director of the National Park Service, or his 
authorized representative, and at its own expense, lower the portion of the pipe- 
lines and conduit affected to such established grade or grades in those cases where 
the lines as located will not conform thereto, or, in the case of other interference, 
relocate the portion of the lines affected to another suitable location on said lands. 

8. That the enclosure for the housing of pumping unit, and for the lose when 
not in use, shall be so constructed as to be below the level of the ground, and shall 
not exceed the finished grade for the parkway. 

9. This permit is issued subject to the above-mentioned agreement between the 
National Capital Park and Planning Commission, Arlington County, and the 
Commonwealth of Virgina, dated June 23, 1934, with regard to developing a 
county wharf on the area covered thereby, and with the distinct understanding, 
that it may be terminated by the Secretary of the Interior, in whole or in part, 
whenever the county of Arlington is willing and ready to develop a county wharf 
as provided in said agreement. 

10. All construction plans shall be submitted to and approved by the Director 
of the National Park Service or his authorized representative in advance of con- 
struction. 

11. This permit is issued in accordance with the intent stated in paragraph 9 
hereof, and with the understanding that the facilities of the pipeline and mooring 
float will be made available by the permittee to other users at any point approved 
by the Secretary of the Interior, up to the point where the pipeline enters the 
American Oil Co.’s property line, on the basis of charges for like facilities con- 
sidered current and standard at the time by the industry, subject, however, to 
approval by the Secretary of the Interior. 

12. That the privileges hereby granted may be declared forefeited and an- 
nulled and this permit may be terminated by the Secretary of the Interior at 
any time upon reasonable notice to the permittee if the Secretary of the Interior 
shall determine that such occupancy interferes with the use or sale of the prem- 
ises or any part thereof by the United States, or for failure, neglect or refusal 
by the permittee fully and promptly to comply with any or all of the conditions 
or privileges of this permit. In the event of the nonuse of parkway lands by 
the permittee for a continuous period of 2 consecutive years, this permit shall 
cease and determine. 

13. That upon the expiration of this permit or in the event either of the term- 
ination or the annulment and forfeiture of this permit, the United States shall 
have the option, upon reasonable notice to the permittee, to require the per- 
mittee at its expense and within such time as the Secretary of the Interior 
may direct, to remove the installations from the said lands and to restore the 
same to a condition satisfactory to the Director of the National Park Service 
or his authorized representative. In the event the permittee shall fail, neglect, 
or refuse to remove the installations and restore the premises as directed, the 
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United States shall have the option either to take over the installations as the 
property of the United States without additional compensation or consideration 
therefore, or of causing the installations to be removed and the lands to be 
so restored at the expense of the permittee and in no event shall the permittee 
have any claim for damages against the United States, its officers or agents, 
on account of the taking over of the installations or on account of their removal. 
Witness my hand and the seal of the Department of the Interior this 8th day of 
June 19438. 
Harorp I. IcKEs, 
Secretary of the Interior. 
Approved this 1st day of June 1943. 
U. S. Grant 3d, 
Chairman, National Capital Park and Planning Commission. 


NoTe.—Plat dated May 7, 1948, not attached. 
APPENDIX IV 


THE Smoot SAnp & GRAVEL Corp., 
October 15, 1956. 
Re File No. 823, Constitution Avenue Bridge (NAWGW). 
Col. GEORGE B. SUMNER, 
Corps of Engineers, United States Army, 
District Enginecr, Washington District, Washington D. C. 

DEAR Mr. SUMNER: In reply to your letter of October 4, 1956, requesting de- 
tailed information on the items brought up in our discussion in your office Sep- 
tember 20, 1956, we wish to submit the following information as pertinent to 
a determination by the Secretary of the Army whether or not a bridge in the 
vicinity of Constitution Avenue should have a draw span in it. 

The depletion of sand and gravel from local deposits available to this 
market has been at such a pace as to bring into focus the foreseeable end of 
the use of the type of equipment presently servicing our distribution plants 
in Washington. Since 1900 this company and its predecessors have produced 
and sold locally in excess of 50 million tons of sand and gravel, a large percentage 
of which has gone into Federal and District of Columbia construction projects, 
the magnitude of which your office is aware. 

Depletion alone has not been the sole factor resulting in the closing out of 
nearby deposits, as the United States Government has taken from us valuable 
deposits at Roaches Run for the Mount Vernon Boulevard; at Abingdon for 
the National Airport; at Daingerfield Island for the Mount Vernon Boulevard; 
and at Deep Hole Point for the Signal Corps, United States Army. In addition 
to these losses, we are advised that our deposit at Oxon Hill is in the lines of 
a proposed Woodrow Wilson Bridge, which will cross the Potomac from Alex- 
andria, Va. 

The loss of these deposits from condemnation, together with those that we 
depleted and in process of depletion, will require us in the very near future 
to go to greater distances downriver from our distribution points. This in turn 
will require the use of tugs and barges of the sizes that are used in “open 
waters,’ which are greater than the height limit of 24.6 feet proposed in the 
Constitution Avenue Bridge. 

If sand and gravel were not available to our ready-mixed concrete customers 
at our Georgetown plant, the users, both Government and private, would be re- 
quired to pay from $0.93 to $1.25 more per cubic yard for concrete as is evidenced 
by exhibit A and exhibit B (letters from Super and Maloney Concrete). 

The other alternative would be to utilize our Georgetown plant by trucking 
materials for concrete, ete., from our Southeast plant, as there is no limitation 
as to the height of superstructure on water-borne equipment servicing that 
plant, and the larger barges could be docked at that point. 

Schedule C shows the sales to customers over the period 1951-55 through our 
Georgetown plant. Using an average of 681,463 tons (Exhibit C) of sand and 
gravel sold yearly for this period, and multiplying by the present contract truck- 
ing rate from our Southeast plant to our Georgetown plant ($0.85 per ton) would 
give $579,243 as the additional cost that would have to be paid by the public 
yearly for sand and gravel needs from our Georgetown plant. 

Traffic conditions would also be considerably affected by the transportation 
of nearly 700,000 tons of sand and gravel from Southeast to Georgetown annually. 
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While it was thoroughly covered in the public hearing of May 10, 1955, we 
would like to again bring to your attention the danger to life and equipment 
that would arise in the times of flood and ice which often occur simultaneously. 
To be unable to remove equipment, nor relieve jammed ice above the proposed 
bridge because of no drawspan, could be disastrous to Georgetown waterfront 
industry. Icebreakers, such as have come from Norfolk to keep the Potomac 
River open to traffic, would no longer be able to perform this service for the 
public and might well result in a shortage of fuel for Washington consumers, 
as was experienced in recent years. Rail and truck service are not adequate to 
supply all the fuel oil used here. 

Attention is invited to the present trend to move cargo by water. It is public 
policy where water is available to move as much freight as is possible by water 
to save transportation costs. Witness the St. Lawrence Waterway as an example. 
It is superfluous for this company to point out the amounts of public funds ex- 
pended annually to keep commercial waterways open, instead of, as in this case, 
prohibiting the possibility of expansion of the only industrial waterfront in the 
Georgetown Channel. 

Reference is made to “Findings of Fact” compiled by the office of the district 
engineer, Washington District, regarding the application of the Commissioners 
of the District of Columbia for the fixed-span bridge. In the comparison of 
eosts (p. 5) no mention of any additional sums was included in those costs by 
reason of “extensive costly dismantling and reassembling of dredges at various 
sites. There are no existing dredges capable of performing such dredging whose 
required clearance does not greatly exceed 18 feet,” (National Association of 
River and Harbor Contractors letter of May 10, 1955.) The question here is 
the maintenance of a 24-foot channel depth above the proposed bridge location. 
If there is to be channel maintenance for industry and recreation, such additional 
costs should be included in favor of the bridge having a drawspan, else George- 
town will ultimately find itself in a condition similar to that of the former ports 
of Bladensburg, Dumphries, and Port Tobacco. 

While the office of the district engineer is concerned with present users of the 
waterway under discussion, and took steps to insure proper representation of 
interested parties, there were omitted from testifying at the hearing May 10, 
1955, many of the wharf-front owners whose properties might be affected by 
the construction of a fixed-span bridge at Constitution Avenue. Letters from 
two such owners are enclosed herewith. Testimony from such parties should 
be considered and made part of the record (exhibit D, exhibit E). 

We respectfully ask that the information and figures herein contained be 
made a part of the record objecting to the construction of a bridge without a 
drawspan in the vicinity of Constitution Avenue, and that the Secretary of 
the Army be advised of this additional information, so that it may have proper 
consideration in his final determination. 

Very truly yours, 
THE Smoot SAND & GRAVEr Corp. 
A. M. Parker, Secretary. 


ExnHIsit D 


MALoNnEy CoNcRETE Co., INc., 
September 18, 1956. 
Mr. A. M. PARKER, 
Secretary, Smoot Sand & Gravel Corp., 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. PARKER: The river frontage, ground and improvements located at the 
southwest corner of 31st and K Streets NW., Washington, D. C., described as 
Lot 802, Square 1174, is under my control and has been used by my company for 
the past 25 years. 

I was not advised by the District Corps of Engineers, of a public hearing 
on the proposed construction of a bridge without a drawspan over the George- 
town Channel of the Potomac River. <A bridge over the river without a draw- 
span would be a severe hindrance to me ever using this property for river ship- 
ment and will seriously affect this property. 

Yours very truly, 
CHARLES P. MALONEY. 
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Exnisit E 


WASHINGTON, D. C., September 18, 1956. 
Mr. A. M. PARKER, 
Smoot Sand & Gravel Corp., 
3020 K Street, NW., Washington. D. C. 

Dear Mr. Parker: I control the tract of ground and its improvements situated 
at the southeast corner of Wisconsin Avenue and K Street, NW., Washington, 
D. C. 

This property has both railroad siding and wharf facilities, and derives part 
of its value because it is located on rail and water. 

Confirming our recent conversation, I wish to advise that as an owner of wharf 
frontage on the Georgetown Channel, I was not advised by the district engineer, 
Corps of Engineers, United States Army, of any public hearing on the proposed 
construction of a bridge without a drawspan in Georgetown Channel. 

Such a bridge would adversely affect my holdings at the above location, and I 
feel that I should be given an opportunity to express an opinion. 

Very truly yours, 
J. W. LONGHNAM. 


APPENDIX V 
AMERICAN OIL Co., 
Washington, D. C., October 16, 1956. 


Your file No. 823 Constitution Avenue Bridge (MAWGW) 
Col. GeorGce B. SUMNER, 
Corps of Engineers, Office of District Engineer, 
Washington, D. C. 

DeAR CoLONEL SUMNER: This has reference to your letter of October 8 regard- 
ing the proposed Constitution Avenue Bridge over the Potomac River. 

The facts presented in our letter dated May 6, 1955, indicated that we could 
move petroleum products up the Potomac River with tugs and dumb barges 
instead of tankers 80 percent of the time at an additional cost of $40,000 per an- 
num, supplemented by trucking from Curtis Bay, Baltimore, Md., to Rosslyn, 
Va., 20 percent of the time at an additional cost of $55,000 with amortization 
of the investment for the additional trucks required to handle the trucking move- 
ment amounting to $5,000 per annum, equivalent to a total additional cost of 
$100,000 per annum by withdrawing from service the preferred tanker type of 
vessel for which the proposed fixed-span Constitution Avenue Bridge would have 
insufficient clearance. 

At the time the foregoing information was submitted the tug and dumb-barge 
movement had only been in service for a few months on an experimental basis 
and the costs given in letter of May 6, 1955, were based upon the experience 
which we had gained during that short time. Later, during the summer, fall 
and winter season it developed that the tug and dumb-barge operation was not 
practical due to delays during periods of unfavorable weather conditions, since 
this type of craft is forced to tie up during periods of moderately heavy to severe 
winds and, not being equipped with radar, cannot move through fog and the re- 
sultant delays amounted to as much as 10 days per trip en route from Norfolk 
to Rosslyn, Va. During these periods of delay all product had to be trucked 
from our Curtis Bay, Md., terminal and our operation became so handicapped 
because of these delays that we were eventually forced to abandon the tug and 
dumb-barge method and return to the use of tankers. Since returning to the 
tanker movement we have experienced no delays whatsoever. 

In the final paragraph of your letter of October 8 you request that we submit 
revised cost estimate based upon existing conditions and assuming that a fixed- 
span bridge over the Potomac River in the vicinity of Constitution Avenue having 
a horizontal clearance of 125 feet and a vertical clearance of 24.6 feet above mean 
high water. It would be difficult to give an accurate estimate at this time without 
much study, although at the time of the proposed hearing we will submit a com- 
plete report including cost. In the meantime, the following data is offered based 
upon our opinion of the situation : 

It is our estimate that the tug and dump-barge equipment could only be 
utilized for the movement of petroleum products up the Potomac River to our 
Rosslyn, Va., terminal approximately 50 percent of the time. Considering the 
investment in this type of craft and the expense of maintaining a crew con- 
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sisting of approximately 14 men, it would not be feasible to continue river move- 
ment at all. The only alternative would be to deliver our entire volume by truck 
direct from our Curtis Bay, Md., terminal to the storage of our customers. Such 
an operation would be very costly to us inasmuch as the price of petroleum prod- 
ucts in the Washington area is predicated upon water rate, a medium of trans- 
portation available to our principal competitors. It would also entail a costly 
increase in storage at our resale and consumer locations in order to accommodate 
truckload deliveries and would create a credit problem for such large quantities 
of product. If such a change in our method of operation should become necessary, 
our Rosslyn, Va., terminal, in which we have an investment in excess of $1 million, 
would cease to be of use to us and this property is purely a “one use” facility de- 
pending upon the water movement of petroleum products for its existence and if it 
was put up for sale as surplus we could realize only upon the land value and 
would be obliged to bear a tremendous loss on our investment. Furthermore, 
approximately 150 persons are employed at this point and due to conflicting labor 
arrangements none of these employees could be transferred to our Curtis Bay 
terminal in the event conditions necessitated our delivering into the area from 
that point. Consequently, the layoff of these people would result in a payroll 
loss to the community of approximately $675,000 per annum and the majority 
of these employees have been in our service for more than 15 years, thus being 
at an age at which the finding of new employment would prove extremely difficult. 

Subsequent to public hearing on this matter held on May 10, 1955, the office 
of the district engineer issued a findings of fact, paragraph 5, section (b) of 
which reads in part as follows: 

“The only other commercial waterfront activity upstream of the bridge site 
is at the American Oil Co. terminal at Rosslyn, Va. * * * The terminal and pipe- 
lines are on Federal park property, the use of which was authorized by the 
National Park Service in a revocable permit dated June 8, 1943.” 

Inasmuch as this paragraph does not completely reflect the status of our com- 
pany’s tenancy on the Federal park property, we wish to submit the following 
clarifying information, viz: 

When the land in question was originally acquired by the Federal Govern- 
ment for the development of the National Capital Parkway system 50 percent 
of the cost thereof was borne jointly by the State of Virginia and the county 
of Arlington, subject to a reservation by the State of Virginia and the county 
of Arlington that at such time as Arlington County desired to develop a county 
wharf on a portion of the area it would have the support and cooperation of 
the appropriate agency of the Interior Department in securing the necessary 
legislation to make a certain portion of the property (as designated in the 
agreement in connection with the original acquisition) available for the estab- 
lishment of a county wharf. Therefore, the State of Virginia and Arlington 
County have certain vested rights therein, and the American Oil Co.’s facilities 
are located on the portion of the property reserved by Arlington County for the 
future establishment of a county wharf and with the express permission of 
Arlington County. 

Please be assured that it is our wish to cooperate in every way possible in 
your current review of this matter and if additional information is desired, 
you have but to call upon us, 

Yours very truly, 
N. R. Nesrert, Division Manager. 


APPENDIx VI 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
BUREAU OF PUBLIC WORKS 


Washington 25 
Fesruary 8, 1957. 


STATEMENT CONCERNING RIGHTS OF NAVIGATION IN RELATION TO 
BRIDGE CLEARANCES 


Any study concerning the relationship of navigational rights of waterway users 
of the Potomac River and bridge clearances across the Potomac River above 
Hains Point must recognize the generally accepted distinction between the 
riparian rights of landowners abutting the waterway and the public right of 
navigation. 








CROSSING OF THE POTOMAC RIVER 249 


Summarized briefly, riparian rights give to the owner of land contiguous to a 
navigable waterway : > 

1. The right to reasonable use of water passing his property; 

2. The right to the flow of water past his property subject to reasonable use 
by other riparian owners ; and 

3. The right of access to the waterway including the use of his banks and the 
construction of wharves. 

The foregoing rights are property rights. They are subject to a paramount 
right—the public right of navigation, which is not a property right. The concept 
identified as the “prior right of navigation” or the “inherent right of navigation” 
applies to the superior relationship which navigation has over the ownership of the 
bed of a stream and the use of the land for purposes other than navigation. In 
the past, this concept has been extended to convey the thought that navigation has 
a “paramount,” “superior” or “inherent” right over other forms of surface trans- 
portation. No evidence has been found which would suggest a constitutional basis 
to support such an extension of this concept. 

The right of navigation, insofar as it affects other forms of surface transporta- 
tion, is a relative right. During the latter half of the 19th century, questions con- 
cerning the relationship of navigation and overland transportation were raised 
in the courts, with special reference to the subject of navigational clearances in 
bridges. The first of these cases to reach the Supreme Court of the United States 
involved a bridge constructed across the Ohio River at Wheeling. The Court 
ruled that the bridge was an unreasonable obstruction to navigation and ordered 
its removal or alteration (Pennsylvania v. Wheeling and Bridgeport Bridge Com- 
pany, 18 Howard 518 (1852) ). 

Before the Court decree was executed Congress by law (act of August 31, 1852, 
10 Stat. 110, 112) declared the bridge to be a lawful structure in its then existing 
position. Upon review of its earlier decision as affected by this enactment, the 
Supreme Court declared that the enactment was a constitutional exercise of 
power to regulate commerce and that the legislation superseded the prior judg- 
ment of the Court (Pennsylvania v. Wheeling and Bridgeport Bridge Company, 
18 Howard 421, 59 U.S. 485 (1856) ). 

The Court also decided that a bridge across the Schuylkill River authorized 
by the State of Pennsylvania, was a lawful structure even though it had a limited 
vertical clearance which prevented the passage of vessels having masts (Gilman 
v. Philadelphia, 70 U. S. 713 (1865)). The facts revealed that the Schuylkill 
River lies wholly in Pennsylvania, and that construction of the bridge would 
reduce the income of complainant’s valuable and productive property (a wharf 
and dock) above the site of the bridge and render that property less valuable. 

In the Gilman case, the Court stated (at pp. 729 and 732) : 

“It must not be forgotten that bridges, which are connceting parts of turnpikes, 
streets, and railroads, are means of commercial transportation, as well as naviga- 
ble rivers, and that the commerce which passes over a bridge may be greater 
than would ever by transported on the water it obstructs. It is for the municipal 
power to weigh the considerations which belong to the subject, and to decide which 
shall be made subservient to the other. The States have always exercised this 
power, and from the nature and objects of the two systems of government they 
must always continue to exercise it, subject, however, in all cases, to the para- 
mount authority of Congress, whenever the power of the States shall be exerted 
within the sphere of the commercial power which belongs to the Nation. 

“It is for Congress to determine when its full power shall be brought into ac- 
tivity, and as to the regulations and sanctions which shall be provided * * *. 
Until the dormant power of the Constitution is awakened and made effective, by 
appropriate legislation, the reserved power of the State is plenary, and its exer- 
cise of good faith cannot be made the subject of review by this court.” 

Some years later, the Supreme Court also upheld the legality of a bridge across 
the East River, which was authorized by acts of the New York legislature and 
the Congress (Miller v. Mayor of New York, 109 U. S. 385 (1883)). The latter 
enactment required approval of the plans for the bridge by the Secretary of War 
to insure that the bridge would not obstruct, impair, or injuriously modify naviga- 
tion of that river. Such approval was obtained and the bridge, constructed in 
substantial compliance with the requirements of the Secretary of War, provided 
a 135-foot vertical navigational clearance above high water. 

The plaintiff, who was the lessee of certain warehouses on the banks of the 
river above the point of the proposed bridge, contended that the bridge would be 
a nuisance and obstruct, impair, and injuriously modify interstate and foreign 
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commerce; that the expense of striking masts which exceed 135-foot height to 
permit passage of the vessels under the bridge would be so great as to destroy 
his warehouse business. 

In upholding the legality of the bridge the Court stated (at pp. 394-395) : 

“The bridge being constructed in accordance with the legislation of both the 
State and Federal Governments must be deemed a lawful structure. It cannot, 
after such legislation, be treated as a public nuisance; and however much it 
may interfere with the public right of navigation in the East River, and thereby 
affect the profits or business of private persons, it cannot, on that ground, be 
the subject of complaint before the courts. The plaintiff is not deprived of his 
property nor of the enjoyment of it; nor does he from that cause suffer any dam- 
age different in character from the rest of the public. He alleges that his busi- 
ness of a warehouse keeper on the banks of the river above the bridge will be in 
some degree lessened by the delay attending the passage under it of vessels with 
high masts. The inconvenience and possible loss of business from this cause are 
not different from that which others on the banks of the river above the bridge 
may suffer. Every public improvement, whilst adding to the convenience of the 
people at large, affects more or less injuriously the interests of some. A new 
channel of commerce opened, turning trade into it from other courses, may affect 
the business and interests of persons who live on the old routes. A new mode 
of transportation may render of little value old conveyances. Every railway in 
a new country interferes with the business of stagecoaches and sideway tavern; 
and it would not be more absurd for their owners to complain of and object to 
its construction than for parties on the banks of the East River to complain of 
and object to the improvement which connects the two great cities on the harbor 
of New York.” 

In its decision on somewhat similar case, decided in 1883, upholding regula- 
tions issued by the city of Chicago to restrict openings of movable span bridges 
across the Chicago River during certain daylight hours, the Supreme Court of 
the United States reiterates its previously stated view that until Congress acts 
on the subject, the power of the State over bridges across its navigable streams 
is plenary (Escanaba Company v. Chicago, 107 U. S. 679 (1883) ). 

The foregoing decisions coupled with the conflict that repeatedly arose when- 
ever navigable waterways were being crossed by bridges, led to the enactment 
by Congress of separate laws authorizing construction of bridges across naviga- 
ble waterways. Some of these laws set forth the horizontal and vertical navi- 
gational clearances to be required. Other enactments provided that construc- 
tion of the bridges authorized therein should conform with regulations approved 
by the Secretary of War for the security of navigation. At the turn of the cen- 
tury, Congress enacted general legislation on this subject, which has since been 
incorporated, with amendments and additions, in the United States Code, sec- 
tions 401-406 ; 491-502 ; and 512-534. 

In numerous instances Congress, by law, has declared certain reaches of intra- 
state or interstate waterways to be nonnavigable (see 33 U. 8S. C. 21 et seq.). 
The affected reaches of waterways usually have been short. In a few instances, 
the waterway declared nonnavigable was replaced by an alternate channel which 
afforded increased navigability. In other cases, the congressional action has 
permitted construction of low-level fixed highway bridges across channels pre- 
viously deemed navigable in law but which were being used for navigation only 
slightly or not at all. In a few cases, the legislation permitted filling of the 
channel for commercial usage or for extension of a street. For recent examples, 
see Senate Reports Nos. 258, 395, 396, and 1234, 84th Congress, 1st session, and 
House Report No. 907, 84th Congress, 1st session, which report on legislation 
that declared certain waterways nonnavigable. 

No court decision has been found which would require the payment of just 
compensation to upstream landowners in any case where either : 

1. A waterway is declared nonnavigable by act of Congress; or 

2. A bridge, as constructed, provides substantially lower navigational clear- 
ances than were theretofore available. 

On the other hand, the Supreme Court decisions cited above, especially Gilman 
v. Philadelphia, and Miller v. Mayor of New York, clearly support the propriety— 
under modern surface transportation conditions—of reasonable restrictions upon 
waterway transportation through establishment of bridge clearances: 

1. Which take into account transportation economics; 

2. Which may adversely affect upstream properties ; 

3. Which may require alteration or modification of certain vessels so they can 
be accommodated under the bridges; and 
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4. Which may necessitate a shift in the form of movement of certain com- 
modities from waterway transportation to other available means, such as rail, 
highway, or pipeline. 

Such restrictions on bridge clearances are regulations of commerce aimed at 
serving the overall public interest. They do not require payment of just com- 
pensation either to the upstream landowners or to the owners of affected vessels. 

The Department of Commerce, working in collaboration with Department of 
Defense agencies (especially the Corps of Engineers), the United States Coast 
Guard, Department of the Treasury, and the Tennessee Valley Authority, has 
drafted legislation to modernize existing bridge clearance laws. The draft bill 
was submitted to the Congress on January 18, 1957. The proposal has not yet 
been introduced in the form of a bill in either the Senate or the House of Rep- 
resentatives. 

C. W. ENFIELD, General Colonel. 
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Photograph No. 4. The self-propelled oil tanker F. A. Verdon, operated by Spent- | 
onbush Fuel Transport Service, at the Amoco dock. It also points out the 
proximity of the dock to Key Bridge. 
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